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ABSTRACT 
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and Transportation District and the Marin County Transit District 
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I have followed the project very closely and worked with 
Mr. Spain to develop the pilot in our district. He has done an 
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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this practicum was to develop and implement 
a pilot project to combine school and public transit services in Marin 
County. This required: gaining approval of several public agencies; 
obtaining funds to cover a portion of the study; gathering data a^id 
analyzing school transportation; gathering data and analyzing public 
transit services; developing alternatives for different ways of 
consolidating and combining services; selecting an alternative to 

» 

• , c 

develop into a pilot project; and gain approval of the necessary public 

\ 

agencies to begin implementing the pilot demonstration project. \ 



INTRODUCTION 

I 

-Marin County, California is just across the Golden Gate 
Bridge from San t'rancisco. It is primarily ai/urban area of 
over '500 square miles of gentle rolling hills. The 1970 censu's 
showed that Marin County has both the highest level of eduGati9nal 
attainment by its adults in California and the highest per capita 
incbme in the state. The population of the county is approximately 
225, 000 and is showing very little growth. 

There are sixteen elementary school districts, two high 
school districts, two unified school districts and one community 
college district in the county. 

The county superintendent of schools operates a countywide 
regional occupational program, special schools and classes for 
physically and mentally handicapped, as well as several schools in 
institutions. Present public school enrollment- is approximately 
50, 000. There has been a 2, percent decline in enrollment countywide 
^ during the past year. 

The writer is^the Assistai^t Superintendent, Mari,n County. 
Schools Office, with primary responsibilities of administration and 



r 

supervision of over 250 certificated and classified employees. One 
of the responsibilities of the Assistant Superintendent is to provide 
liaison with district superintendents, boards of trustees, and 
resource agencies. 

Expenditures per pupil have traditionally been above the 
state average and ri^ost oi the districts in^the county are referred 
to as "wealthy** districts. A'new finance 'structure has been 
initiated in California which, in effect, imposes a revenue limit per 
child rather than a tax rate. The net result is to. eventually equalize 
funding to provide equal educational opportunities for all students. 
The. result of this ior wealthy districts is devastating because they 
are not allowed to increase the revenue*^ limit to meet the inflation. 
Consequently, the fight for the dollar is on between providing 
salaries, supplies, ^and services. ^ ~7 
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1. ASSESSMENT OF NEED FOR TRANSPORTATION STUDY 

One of the Services that many educators usually look at as 
none;ssential is school bus transportation. However, one of the 
quickest ways to fill the audience at a board meeting is to have an 
agenda item initiating the elimination or redaction of school buses 
or routes. Nevertheless, the recent impact of the energy crisis, 
higher costs associated with salaries and fuel, and the awareness 
dl environmental concerns namely air and noise pollution bave 
combined to bring all forms of transportation into greater focus. 

*7 ' In recognition of this need, the Marin County Grand. Jury.: 

and the Marin<3ouhty Schools Office undertook a study in 1973 to 
ascertain if there could be a consolidation of school bus operations 
with public transit,' The preliminary analysis indicated that 
provision. of school bus transportation by the public transit^district 
would not be feasible and would be costly because of current 
incompatibility between school and present commute operations. 

The grand jury recognized that a much broader study would.need to 

*► * .. 

^ txe made and recommended that the Marin County Transit>District 

conduct a study to determine it transportation of public school 

students coul^be undertaken within the proposed expanded intracounty 
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bus system. It was further recommended that the Marin County 

Schools Office and the school districts consider consolidation of 

■ ■ «^ ■* ■ 

their transportation systems. (See Appendix I. ) 

The feasibility of consolidation must be determined on the 
bs^snr^of the advantages or disadvantages that would occur in 

entralized dispatching, -storage, maintenance, and capital 
(Equipment purchasing. The potential for combining school service, 
^th public transit service needs to be analyzed on the basis of 
common routing, special vehicle requirements, and the possibility 
of developing funding transfer mechanisms between the school 
districts, the California State Department of Education, and the 
Marin County Transit District. Federal and state legislation that 
may pr^ohibit consolidation or combination of school bus service 
and public transit must be considered. (See Appendices II & IILO 

After working with the grand jury in the preliminary study, 
I was convinced that the Marin .County Schools Office should take 
the leadership in studying and implementing some type of combined 
transportation system. The state department of education infQrmed 
me that only two county schools offices in the state have combined the 



school district transportation system through a joint powers _ 
agreement. There is no public transit system involved in these 
ventures. A computer search through the San Mateo Educational 
Resources Center produced very little information on this topic. 
(See Appendix IV.) However, I did o)Dtain information on i:^d'types 
of combined systems in other states. These systems are included 
in Appendices V and VI. ^ 
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2. DEVELOPING A TRANSPORTATION STUDY PLAN 

In September of 1974, representatives of the Marin County- 
Transit District, the Golden Gate Bridge, Highway, and Transportation 
District and the Marin County Schools Office met to discuss a study 
to determine the possibility of merging services. It was agreed that 
a study was needed to determine the feasibility of such a plan and ^ 
that a pilot project would need to be prepared. * 

The overall purpose of the study will be to determine if any 
benefits would accrue from a consolidation of school bus operations 
with an intracounty public transit system. The costs and disruption 
that could result from an ill-conceived consolidation or combination 
could b^fquite high. It is essential, therefore, that any such prqgram 
be carefully analyzed and tested in advance before recommendation of 
a final implementation plan. - , 

This is particularly true in transit operations since they 
have both high capital outlay costs and operating costs associated with 
their initiation and operation. The combination of school and public . 
transit has an additional constraint in that the vehicle requirements 
for each service are dissimilar due to government regulations. 



It was decided to undertake the project in two phases. 

Phase I will analyze the potential for consolidation or combination 

of the two systems on the basis of improved efficiency and the 

economics of the resultant^^pi^ation. Careful evaluat n of the 

advantages and disadvantages of each individual system will be made 

* 

before recommending consolidation or combination. Phase II will 
be to develop a design to implement and test the new consolidated or 
combined operation on a pilot basis before full implementation would 
be proposed. 

- , • : , ■ ■ • ■ / . ^ 

We also determined it would be necessa^ry to secx^re funds 
to hire a consultant firm familiar with public transit systems and 
school systems^ The magnitude ^f this proj*ect*a^d the many separate 
entities necessary to carry out the proposal preclude the possibility 
of using existing staff solely. • ' . ^ 

9 » ' ■ - 

. ' * ■ 1 * 

■ 4 ' • " \. 

We were determined at this point that $25,000 be allocated 

as maximum fee for a consultant. The Marin County Transit District 

/ ■ . . 

would contribute $15, 000 ^.nd the school districts, $10, OOD. The 
Golde#5ate feridge. Highway;, and Transportation District refused 
to participate mpnetkrily. Hdwever^^they agreed to lend support 
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with nnanpower to help research data and pr^pvide a person as 
liaison to the Technical Advisory Committee. 



\ 

1 
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3. OBTAINING APPROVAL FROM PARTICIPATING AGENCIES... 

-- " " • ' ■ <^ 

The success of the project will depend upon the combiner! 

— : " " ' I • 

cooperation of all school Idistricts in the county, tKe^Marin County- 
Schools Office, and the Marin County Transit District. This was 
the first major task undertaken,. *^ " . . 

I Rad discussed the possibility of obtaining $5, 000 from the 

County^chool Service Fund with the president of the board and he 

.... ^ ■ 

agreed to. recommend this to the full board. This left ^5, OOO to 
olDtain from the twent^^e-districts. A meet^ng^aS calied in ^ ^ 
October 1974, inyiting representatives of,all school districts ih .the 
county. The purpose was to gain the support o? all /.twenty- oi^^ 

•districts in the county to participate with manpower- ^xfiunds. The 

■tf - " 

districts agreed there .would-be no harm in conducting the study,* but 
son:ie felt rejuctant at the suggesti^pn of" losing district controlled 
transportation systems. 

The next it.em' on the agenda was funding. I felt it would be 
difficult^d get'^all tw^nty-ane districts Co participate on an equal 
basis. SiAcd there is .50, 000 enrollment in t'he county, $. 10 per 
student would generate the $5, 000^ required. It was suggested that 



r 

■ _ _ ' , ■ , ■ ■ -Tl" 

the community college and four high school districts be responsible 

for $. W per average daily attendance for all students, including 

elementary, within their districts. I knew it would be much easier' 

to get five school boards to agree than the entire twenty-one. districts 

separately. The representatives qf the five districts agreed to let 

J \ ' . _ . : 

me present the plan to their boards, ^jj^e other districts 'agreed to 

furnish the needed data. 

A plan was developed o.utlining ten major tasks that- would 
be performed: 

Task 1: Establish Technic al Advisory Committee v 

. ir 

To assure that the study' provides the proper scope in 
assessing the feasibility of consolidating or combining school and 
public transit service in Marin County and to maximize the input of 
diverse technical views, a Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) 
must be formed. Membership on the TAC includes but is not 
limited to representatives of the local school districts; the California 
State Department of Education; Golden Gate Bridge^ Highway, and 
Transportation District; Marin County Transit District; Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission; and the Marin County Schools Office. 



The function of the TAG is to assist in defining community 

C i 

goals for the combined system; review progress on the^study; and 
suggest methods, resources or alternatives in the analysis of data. 

Task 2: Survey of School District Transportation ^ 

This task involves obtaining information on current operations 
procedures, staffing, budgets, and attitudes necessary for the analysis 
of school tj^ans porta tion operations. Interviews will be conducted with 
school board officials and school district staff of all of the districts" in 
the county as, well as the county schools office. Data will .be collected 
specifically relating to the transportation demand in each district, the 
dispatching and routine operation of the transportation system, the 
storage"^ and maintenance of vehicles, and the purchasing of both 
vehicle equipment and parts. 

Task 3: Analysis of System Characteristics 

I. 

The physical characteristics of each district's school bus 
operations will be analyzed.^ This will.include identification of 
routes and schedules, patronage, and vehicle, requirements and 
condition. This information will be organized into a format suitable 
for graphic presentation. In addition to scheduled operations, data 
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-wiH-also be' collected on^ reliability, schedule adherence, and 

special operating problems. Particular attention ^ill be addressed 

to spepial vehicle requirements occasioned by terrain, turning radii-, 

and handicapped features,' 

Task 4: A nalysis of Administrative Characteristics' ) 

The' budgets and staffing for the transportation operation 
of each district will be analyzed. ' The purpose will be to determine 
how manpower is used^and c^^^ for the . transportation function - 

and to identify any differences between districts that might have.an 
impact on consolidated operations. 'The vehicle replace.ment policies 
and schedule, will be noted as well as special provisions that prevail 
regarding part time or split shift drivers. Information will be ' 
collected on- the potential for co.nsolidated purchasing of transportation 
eqilipment and centralized maintenance for major overhaul and repair 
work. - v * 

Task 5: E xamine Current Public Transit Utilization 

This task will examine the current public transit operations 

# Is* * , 

^ which have a potential for integration with school bus operations, 

** • * " • * 

The consultants will coUect'data. on routes, schedules, patronage. 



and costs associated with public transit operations. Prinnary focus 
will be on the Golden Gate Bridge, Highway, and Transportation 
District s^rvice,^ s;pecial shuttles; and categorical' programs. A j 
major product from this task be an analysis of transit user 
characteristics. 

Maintenance and administrative capabilities including , 
utnization of land "and b^^^ and repair ^ill 

be examined. . . . 



Task 6: . Conduct Transit Needs Analysis 

/- 

The primary public transit needs in Marin County have 
been identified in a previous study, the Balanced Transportation 
Program (^BALTRAN). A summary of this study is contained in 
Appendix VII. That s^tudy identified total travel demands in the 

. ( " 0 ^ . 

■» ** i, 3 \ ' ^ ■ 

county and-^stimated the transit demands on the basis of differences 
in time and cost between auto and bus travel. The transit routes 
proposed as a result of that work may be used for the proposed fixed 
route public service. An additional analysis will be made of the 



■^Marin County, California, Balanced Transportation Program, 
Phase II Report: A Transportation Plan for Marin ; June '8, 1972, 
pp. vii-xii. ' . 



"captive" (handicapped, elderly, .'economically disadvantaged) 
transit market' ill areas that could npt be reasonably served by 
fixed route service. - . 

Task 7,: Ident ify Degree and Type of Consolidation or Combination 
y;ith Public Transit \ . 

Utilizing data developed in the previous tasks, the potential 
for consolidating or combining the school and public services for 
each s-cho"Ol diS'trt The transportation needs 

within each district will be categorized into one of the following 
three types of s,ervice: 



Regular Public Service : includes routes currently , 
operated by the Golden Gate Bridge;"^ Highway, and Transportation 
District or proposed in the BALTKAN Study that could accommodate 
school operations with only minor modification. 

" ft ' . .. » 

De mand Responsive Public Service : includes service 

, currently in operation for special purposes whel-e the combined 

volumes of school and general patrons d o not justify a fixed route. 

It would also include service to captive v i^.ers who currently haye 

no access either to automobile or existiiif public transit. 
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Single Purpose Bus Service: includes those areas where 
general public demand for transit would not be significant enough 
for combining with school operations, and therefore, only school 
service-'would be provided. 

It is hoped that preliminary cost data can be developed at- 
this point'to determine the overall scope and magnitude of consolidation 
or combination. Even if total consolidation is not feasible on a 
cotin^ywide basis, partial consolidation or combina~tion"o"ri"a~ Smaller , 
area ba.sis may be feasible/ A number of alternatives will result 
from this p^nalysis. These alternatives will be presented to the 

Technical Advisory Committee for evaluation. They will cover the 

.* * » 

full range of minor to total consolidation or combination. 

a - ■ . 

Task 8: Select Area for Pilot Demonstration 
• # 

In order to test' the actual feasibility of implementing 
"consolidated service or c6mbined school and public se^rvice, one 
area will \>e selected for a pilot demonstration. The purpose will 
be to assess the costs, and administrative operational techniques 
necessary to maintain the combined operations. 
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Task 9: Determine Operating Characteristics 'and Administrative 
Procedures f^r Pilot Demonstration ^ 

t . : ■ 

Detailed planning for specific routes, schedules, manpower, 
and equipment "requirements will be determined. Agency 
^responsibilities will be established to simulate as closely, as possible 

, - ^ - 

the effects of consolidated school operations and combining public . 

and school operations. Thje thred* a gencies currently providing - 

transit operations Golden Gate Bridge, Highway, and Transportation 
District, Marin County Transit District, and the schools will be 
involved in developing various phases of the pilot demonstration. 

Local and state ^education codes will be reviewed to 
determine whether any barriers exist to either the pilot or potential 
future consolidated or combined operations. Of particular concern 
will be whether such a pilot operation would in any way affect -the 
state subventions received. by school districts providing school bus 
transportation. , . ... ' . , 

Task 10 : Develop Evaluation Process for Pilot Demonstration 

* ^ The pilot test of combined operations will be a demonstration" 
project, conducted during one school year or approximately ten months 
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"to determine the applicability of such a system countywide. An 
effective evaluation' prog;*am is required in order for this 
applicability to be assejssed. . , 

Many of the basic patame*ters require i in the. valuation " 

o ^ * ^ ... 

will have been identified in the analysis of existing operations and 

in the design of t'he^pilot demonstration, including the formulation 

^ oi s e r_yic e . r equixe m ents , _ th'e.^^e£ta^lishr^ e pt-a-ble^ 

% ^ . . 

service standards, and the identification of system deficiencies. 

V 

Objectives to be measured follow. , 

t - . X 

1. The cost per passenger mile^for botli school and 
transit district will be reduced by 10 percent. 

2. There will be a 15 percent increase in the load ^ 
factors in those transit buses associated with combined operations. 

' 3. Additional transportation support to students for 

all school related transportation needs over and above the basic 
home to school commute will^'be provided as measured by the increase 
of 8 percent in total school field trip mileage. 
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4. There will be an increase in utilization of iiltercounty 

transit in the fSilot area daring peak hoars measured by a 3 percent 

■ - .. , ■ ., ,,,,, ,, . ^ ' ........ ... ,, . ' 

increase. in the load factors in the pilot area. 

/■■ ' • ... 

^ 5. There will be a 2 per^cent increase in utilization of - 

GGBHTD intercounty co^mmute buses because of collector and 
distributor service as measured by the total system load factors. 



The plan for the study, with the ten major tasks outlined, 
was presented to and approved with $5, 000 ii> funding by tfie Marin 
County Board of Education on NoV^ember 12, 1974. During the months 
of November and December, I attended board meetings and obtained' * 
approval. of the prpject and the additional $5, 000 in funding from the 
Marin Community College District, Novato Unified School District, 
San Rafael School District, Shoreline Unif^ied School District, and 
Tamalpais Union High School District. * On December 2-3, 1974, the 
Marin County Transit District Board of Directors approved their 
final commitment of up to. $15, 000. 

- In January 1975, the firm of JHK and Associates of San 
Francisco agreed to perform certain s e rvi^es^ in ' the project; , (See 
Schedule B, Appendix VIIl. ) It was agreed that^he Marin County 
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Schools Office would contract with the Marin County Transit District 
for $10,000, and the Marin County Transit District would be the 
funding agency with the consultant firm. 



0 ' • 
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4r. ESTABLISHING A TECHNICAI. ADVISORY COMMITTEE (TAG) 

The first Technical Advisory Gommittee meeting was held 
on January 7, .1975. The voting members of the TAG are*'' 
representatives of the seven agencies contributing financially to 
the project: ^^arin Community College District, Marin County 
Transit District, Novato Unified School District, San Rafael School 
District, Shoreline Uni^^ed School District, Tamalpais Union High 
School District, and,,Marin County Schools Office. Also, 
representatives from eleven elementary scliool districts, California 

0 ■ , 

State Department of Education, Golden Gate Bridge, Highway, and 
Transportation District, and Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
were present. (See Appendix IX. ) ^ 

a" 

The main purpose of the first meeting was to discuss the 
work plan to be used in cond^ucting the study and implementing a 
pilot prc^ject. The work plan is^ the carrying out of the ten tasks 
outlined earlier. We also discussed the role of the TAG which is: 
approve the work plan to be undertaken, receive progress reports, 
report to member agencies on.prpgress of study, make specific 
repommendations on performance of technical work to member 
agencies, and agree to mee.t at least once a month during the time 

3£ . 
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this^^roject is going on to review proposals and' tasks completed 

<t • 

'to date. 

The corpmittee gave me approval to develop a survey form 
to gather data on school transportation. We agreed it. would be in-, 
two parts^ Part A would be in regular q^iestionnaire form and 
Part B would be individual interviews to "gather attitudinal data. 

' / 

I was 'instructed to work with JHK and Associates to develop 
^he forms to insure that the two methods of data collection would-be 
similar and could easily be compared to one another. 



5. SURVEY OF SCHOOL DISTRICT TRANSPORTATION 

A questionnaire was developed to obtain data on district 
transportation operations. The questionnaire was approved by the 
Technical Advisory Committee on Janu^try 14, 1975. The questionnaire 
covered all aspects of school transportation systems, including 
categories of expenditures, administrative requirements, school 
operating hours, routes and schedules, planning procedures and' 
policies, and need for nonscheduled service. A copy of the 
questionnaire is, included in. Appendix X. 

Interviewatwere scheduled with key personnel in each school 
district to obtain a firsthand knowledge of transportation needs and to 
discuss alternative approa:ches to meeting these needs. Generally, 
both a member of the adnninistrative staff and a school board member 
were interviewed. In the high school and college districts, student 
representatives were included to obtain a balanced view of transportation 
issues. In the smaller dis^tricts, the interviews were limited to board 
members. 

The interviews were sjtruc^red to include a discussion of 
data on transportation operations ^s well as policy issues. Basically, 
the interview coyered the following areas: 



(1^ Effectiveness of the current district transportation 
ope ration f . , . ' ^' ^ 

• (2) Overall operation of the school district; and - • 



(3)* Issues involved in alternative concepts for providing 
school transportation. • ' * 



A statement of representative issues was prepared and sent to those 
to be interviewed prior to the scheduled interview. (See -Appendix XI. ) 




Pilot Survey s - , 

. ^ 

Prior to the distribution of the survey instrurrjen^, a test 
was conducted with the San Rafael School District to evaluate the 
format- and ^cornpleteness of the docugients. No changes were 
^necessary as^^result of this pilot test. 



Scope of Survey . • 

AH school districts in Marin County were surveyed. In 
most cases this involved a written questionnaire followed by an 
interview with district personnel. Since Laguna Joint, Lincoln, 
Nicasio, and Union Joint School Districts each maintain a single 



school and provide no transportation services, these interviews 
were conducted by telephone to obtain general information on school 
hours, enrollment, use of field trips, and mode of home to school 
travel. The districts surveyed and the schedule of interviews are t 
listed in Table> 1. ^ 

« 

Questionnaire Results 

The information obtained from the survey questionnaire 
was organized to reflect the following categories of information: 
school district characteristics, schoql transportation services, and 
transportation costs, ' 

The summary on each category shows the pertinent 

■»* , 

characteristics of the data obtained, such as the most common 
response; responses differing from the norm; and the range of 
responses. Appropriate tables and maps are provided to .summarize 
and clarify the information obtained. 

As expected, the level of response on each item of the 
questionnaire differed according to the district surveyed. Since 
the questionnaire was structured to include all elements of the most 

*• , ' ■ 

A 2 ' 



, ; TABLE 1 

INTERVIEWS CONDUCTED 





January 


January 


February _ 


February-^ 

XU X** 


February 

X / ~zx 


Bolinas-Stinson 


> 






X 




Dixie 








X 




FairfcLX 












Kentfield 






X 






Laguna Joint 










X 


Lagtinitcus 








X 




Larkspur 








X 




Lincoln 










x' 


Maurin Cbinmunity 




' X 








iiarin County 
School3 




!: 

t 


X 


X 




Mill Valley 








X 




Nlcaslo 










,X ' 


Novato Unified 


X 








Reed Union 








X 




Poss 








X 




San Anselmo 






X 


X 




San Rafael 


X 










Sausalito 








X 




Shoreline Unified 






X - . 






Tamalpais Union 






X 






If 

Union Joint 










X 

- • 
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extensive school district transportation operations; several 
questions were applicable only to the larger districts maintaining 
a comprehensive transportation service (e, g, questions on cost oi^ 
equipment and maintenance facilities). In addition, questions 

associated Avith school operated bus systeip_sj(Le^ 

districts contracting transportation services^. In both these cases, 
a (ietailed breakdoAvn "of transportation costs and other data either 
-were not applicable or not available. 

t ■ ■•' 

School District Chxaractcristics : A primary objective A^^as 

to establish the '^context in.Awhich tra'nsportation needs and services 

exist. '.Consequently, an inventory ^^^as prepared A^^hich documented 

the number of schools and the grade levels served for all schools in 

.each district. The information ^^^as obtained from tlie Marin Couhty 

- / 2 ' 
Schools Di'l-ectory, 1974-75, and checked against information 

obtained from the survey questionnaire. This inventory is shoA^^n 

in Table 2. . 

It is; recognized that the schools' inventory A^^ill undergo 
some changes next year. Even more drastic shifts can be expected 



Marin County Schools- Directory, 1974-75. Marin County, 
California. , * * 



TABLE 2 

INVENTORYOF .MA RIN COUN T Y S CHOO LS 





KMBBR MD CRMS WtL OF 


SCHOOLS 


DISTRICT 


Elementary 


Middle (Jr) 


High School 1*^ 










Bolinas-StAjsoiT 


1 K-8 




(Tamalpais),^ 


Dixie 


7 K-6 


2 / 7-8 


(San Rafael) 


Fairfax 


3 K-6 ' 


1 7-8 


(Tamalpais) 


lC6nt£;Leld 


3 K-6 


1 7-8 


^ (Tamalpais)' 


Laguna Joint 


(one- room 
sohool ) . 




(Retaluma) 


^Lagunitas 


2 ^ K-8 




(Tamalpais) 


Larkspur 


2 K-6 
2 K-8 




(Tamalpais) 


Uncoin 


(one-room 
school) 




^(Petaluma) 


Mill Valley 


6 k-5 
1 1-5 


1 6-8 


, iTamalpais) , 


Nicasio 


1 K-8 ^ 




(Tamalpais} 


NovatVvUnified ^ 
Reed Union 




J s / — ^7 


3 10-12 


1 K-1 

2 K-p5 
1 " 2-5 


2 6-8 


(Tamalpais) 


Ross 


1 k-8 




(Tamalpais) 


San Anselxso 


J iv— o 
1 ^ K-3 
1 - 4-6 


« f — O 


(Tamalpais):^ 

/• 


San Rafael Elem* 
and High School 


8 K-5 
2 'K-3 
1 N 4-5 


2 6-8 


3 «> 9-12 


Sausalito 


\ K-3 
1 4-8 




(Tamalpais) 


Shoreline- Unified 


1 K-5 

2 K-8 
1 1-3 




1 9-12 


Tanalpais Union H.S. 






3 ' 9-12 - 
1 'Continuation 
1 Opportunity 


' Uhion Joint; 


(one- room 
school) 




(Petaluma) 



Ssifh School serving each school district « 
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in future years as changing conditions influence the number and 
location of schooj facilities. Enrollment will be a key factor in 
shaping these changes. As enrollment rises or falls, adjustments 
must be made in number and distribution of physical plants in the 
districts and in budgetin g priorities,;,: These changes can be e x p e c t e d 
dio exert a significant impact-on the home to school transportation 
program. 

Table 3 show s^ the average daily attendance (a. d. a. ) for 
each school district from 19.69 to 1974 and indicates changes 
anticipated in school operations for 1975-76. 

State law requires^ that each school district provide a 
prescribed numbe'r of hours of instruction per day for each student. 
It does not, however, dictate the operating schedule of the schools. 
The number of required hours of instruction differs for each grade 
level; consequently, not all students spend the same amount of time 
in school.. ^ ' ^. 

The distribution of starting and. dismissal times can be a - 
critical factor in planning bus schedules and routes and allocating 
Buses to routes. Most school districts currently have a range of 
starting and dismissal times and many of these utiliase staggered 

r ' • 
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sessions to accommodate kindergarten pupils or special classes. 
Table 4 was prepared to demonstrate the ranges of times at which 
students arrive and ^^PS-^^ scheduled sessions in each school dis^trict. 
The distribution of starting and dismissal times varies'from fifteen 
minutes to several hours. Those starting and dismissal' times 
which tend to fall outside the general concentration of times are 
listed separateiy^a^^ 

the current schedules, transportation services are required 

• o ' ' ' 

throughout the day rather than only at concentrated times at the 

beginning and end of the school „d^y. • 

ft . . . . 

''Union Joint School District and Lincoln School Distric ire 
the only districts having single starting and dismissal times. The 
San Anselmo School District is unique in that starting and dismissal 
times overlap in the middle of the school day so that- some students 
are leaving school as others are arriving. It v/as found that,, 
basically, specific starting and dismissal times were established 
to accommodate bus scheduling to provide for efficient utilization 
of the school buses. * , ' 

School Transportation Services : Of the twenty-one school 
districts surveyed, fifteen, operate their own buses or contract 
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for bus serviceVand six do not proyide service. Alternative forms 
of transportation are utilized in those districts not providing for 
school transportation. For example, Tamalpais Union High School 
District students and College of Marin students use public transit 
where and when it is available, and parents pr ovide'Transpor tatibn 
for many students in the Lincoln, l^aguna Joint, Nicasio and Union 
Joint School Districts. 

Two-thirds of the fifteen school districts providing school 
transportation op^erate their own equipment' The remainder contract 
vvUlTa^^ Generally, 
districts contracting bus ""services have smaller enrollments and 
require fewer buses than those districts operating their own bus 
system. The exceptions are the Bolinas-Stinson Union School District 
and San Anselmo School District. These districts both run a tvjo bus 
. operation and own their buses: . _^ 

/Table 5 indicates the number and capacity of the school 
buses currently in operation for both school operated and contracted, 
.service. Mark IV School Bus Service is the operator of the., service 
in those districts using contractor operated systems. In conformance 
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with normal practice in school bus classification, capacity is •*> 
determined on the basis of three students for each row of seats. 

; School buses must meet strict standards of performance 

V 

established by the Stat6 of California. Thesj^ standards are uniform 
for Class I vehicles, i. e.-^, buses seating twelve or more passengers. 
There is no unifor^mity, however, in procedures used by school 
districts to maintain their buses: In general, maintenance falls 
into three categories. They are: district operated maintenance 
facilities, maintenance contract, and contractor operated. v 

The district operated maintenance facilities are either 
exclusively devoted to the repair and maintenance of school district 
vehicles, or they may be shared with buildings and grounds 
maintenance facilities. 



Local repair and maintenance services are contracted for 
by school districts with both large fleets such as Shoreline School 
District', and small fleets such as Lagunitas School District. These 
' contracts include all maintenance, repair, and servicing functions 
or cover only major overhauls arici yearly inspections with the driver 
handlimg the minor repairs or servicing. ■ ^ ' - 



Bolinas-Stmson School District has no local maintenance 
contract £,or its buses, but contracts Avith the school bus manufacturer 
for major repairs and maintenance as needed. Minor repairs are^ 
performed by drivers using their o^vn equipment. 

Contracted- bus service provided by ^n independent operator 
(Mark IV Sxhool Bus Service), includes repairs and mainten§.nce. 

Table 6 shows the categories in /which each district falls., 

*' « 

The measure o^ reliability used in the survey -was annual 

in-service breakdov/ns for the 1973-74 school^year. Mo'st districts 

' ■ ' •/ ■ 

fared well on this measUre as demonstrated in Table 7. • 

. The number of breakdowns must be related to the size^ 
of the bus fle^et. For example, although San Rafael recorded 
twenty-one breakdowns in 1973-74, this amounts to just over one 
per bus per year based on the fleet ^ize of nineteen buses. Most 
districts have a record equal to or better than this rate. ' ^ 

Although the Fairfax School District experienced a 
relatively high incidence of breakdowns last year, they reported 



TABLE 
BUS MAINTENANCE" 



SCHOOL DISTRICT^ 



OWN .MAINTENANCP MAINTENANCE 
FACILITY CONTRACT 



OTHER 



Bolinas-Stinson 



Dixie 
Pairf a« 

* *♦ , 

( ■• * 

Kentfield- % 
Lagunitas 
La-rkspur . ' 

Lagunitai^: 
Lincoln 

Marin'' Conmii.-^Coll • 
Dist. 

Ma^iji Co, Schools 

Mill Vallpy 

Nicasio 

Novafeb Unified 
' Reed Union 

San Anselmd 
San Rafael 
Sausalita I 
Shoreline Unified 

Tamalpais Unipn 
Union Joint 
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that their contractor operated, service this year (1974-75) has 
improved dramatically (less than one breakdown per bus), 

' -• ^ ^/ ■ - , • ■ • - . ■ 

' " "<''.'• 
Data was acquired on r^ute or run starting and ending 

.' ■ " * . ** 

times, route mileage, number of stops, number of students ^ 
transported, and route locations for each schoojl disti'ict 
transportation system. Maps of routes used in home to school bus 

service were prepared for each school district and are provided in 

- • s> 

Appendix XII, The small scale map shows bus routes of school : - 

' •* . ' ■ \ ■ ' 

districts in^ the .western portion of the county. Larger, scale maps - 

of Novato, San Rafael, and Mill Valley show routes for school 

districts in the heavily populated eastern portion of the county. 

Table 8 indicates the number of buses used for home to school 

transportation at different hours of the day, . The table demonstrates 

that the highest fleet utilization occurs in peak periods in the morning. 

and in the afternoon coincident with the starting and dismissal times 

of the school, ^Accordingly, fleet utilization in the middle of the day 

drops off for most school districts, although districts with small 

fleets and staggered sessions (such as Lagunitas, Larkspur, San 

Anselmo, and Sausalito) maintain a fairly high utilization of equipment 

throughout the day. 
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* In^ cases where bus utilization falls off during the day, these 

• ■ •« ^ ' 

buses are available for field trips. Where the drop-off in utilization 
is slight, equipment freed from home to school transportation is 
limited in terms of the number of buses and the amount of time 
available for field trips. This situation is particularly acute in . 
San Anselmo for example, where field trips on district vehicles 
must be limited to a single hour in the morning, 

Marin County is characterized by hilly terrain. Home 
sites are located in many areas inaccessible by large vehicles and 
are therefore impossible to service with the larger size school 
buses. Transportation in these remote, hilly areas is usually 
dependent on private automobiles. In marginal areas, most 
school districts use the smaller sixty-six passenger bus. All 
route and stfop locations must be reviewed and approved by the 
California Highway Patrol. =^ - 

No serious problems with student condu^ct were reported 
by any school district. Although m'inor incidences of vandalism 
were noted, none, oi the occurrences were conside;red significant. 
Generally^ student conduct is more of a problem with middle (or 
junior high) school students than with elementary or high school 



students, ^rivers are expected to maintain order in buses and most 
school districts report that their school bus drivers act as a 
stabiiizing element for students and experience little difficulty in 

controlling their conduct on the buses/ 

^^"^ , ' -^^ 

Adherence to schedule was another measure considered* 
In this case it was stated that, ^generally, schedules w^ere maintained 
within acceptable limits and there were no instalices reported of 
driver irresponsibility associated with this factor . 

The most obvious measure of the performance of a bus 
driver. is the number of citations or chargeable accidents accrued 
by the driver over the year. However, it was learned that this 
measure cannot be prbtc'dcally applied to school bus opejators; 
since being charged as responsible for an accident is cause for ^ 
immediate dismissal and/or loss of operator's license. Additionally, 
it was found that none of the drivers of school district buses had 
been so charged. »^ 

" * ' 

Part of the reason for the good safety record in school bus 

transportation is the stringent state standards fo'r driver training ^ 

and retraining. Briefly, in addition to the initial requirement of 
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having a Class II driver^s license and passing a first aid test, each ^ 
driver must undergo twenty hour? of Jiraining annually. Moreover, 
two annual evaluations of driver^ performance are required by the 
stated' These are performed by*inspectors licensed by the state, ^ 
In several of the school districts surveyed, inspection licenses are 
heid by personnel in the school district and inspections are performed 
^ inhouse, ' , 

The Marin County Schools Office operates a fleet of buses 
specifically for the purpose of transporting students in the county^ s 

special education programs. While some school districts maintain 

ft „ 

their own special education programs (e.g. Novato, San Rafael, ^ 
Saus'alito, etc.), transportation is" seldom provided for students 

enrolled^ in these district program s. 

• * 

The need for transportation other than between home and 

■ ■ ' h ^ ' "■• - - 

school ^as also surveyed. The number of occasions each semester 
when transportation was provided for such activities as curriculum 
oriented field tripes and after ^school activities was used as an 
indicatio'h of the need /or this type o'f transportation. The results 
vary widely from district to district as illustrated in Table* 9. 
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"it was found that the number of times n,on home to s,chool 
transportation was pr6vided ^yas not necessarily an accurate 
reflection of the need for such transportation. In many schoo^ 

districts, budget limitations restrained the number* of field trips 

- ' ■ ■ " ' \ 

that could be taken. In other cases, such as San.Anselmo, lacl^ of 

available buses during school hours limited this type of trip. 



In some districts, the budget for field trips is included in 

'.S . • -f \ 

a per pupil allotment for classroom materials (is ^, text or work-' 

\ \ ^ 

books, art supplies, transportation, etc. ). ^K^those districts usin^g . 

■ ■■ ■ ' \ 

program budgets, transportatibn isUncluded in ^he overall program 
costs (i.e. the cost of buses used, to transport the football team is 
charged against the athletic program). 

Where the us'e of school buses for non home to school activities 

is limited by budgefconstraints or the lack of availability, transportation 

« ■ t 

is often provided by automobile or other private mteans. That is, \ 

students or their parents may carpool, or, as in the. case of "away" \. 
football games, , students may bicycle or take public transit if available.'^ 
(When district .equipment is used for student "rooter" buses, the students 
usually charter the bus from the district and pay a round trip fee for its \ 
use.) , " - ^ 
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In the larger districts^_ parents have been utilized to 
supplement scarce school district transportation respurces for field 
. trips particularly tho'^se associated with educational programs. Most 
school districts have utilized parent transportation effectively by 
requesting 'that vehicles be inspected by the California Highway 
Patrol and that parents sign a waiver of school responsibility m each 
instance. Only Ross School District reported that parent transportation 
had been tried at one point and dropped for reasons of safety. In the 

7 

smaller school districts Laguna, Lincoln, Nicasio, and Union 
this is the only type of transportation available. 

> • ■ 

Sch'Dol buses serve only 18 percent of all home to school 
travel in Marin County. Other modes such as walking, bicycling,^ 
carpooling, driving, public transit, and parent transportation ' 
responsible for the remainder. The data collected. on the distribution 
of modes used to get to. each school in the county was use^ful in 
developing alternative concepts for school transportation and for 
predicting potential student patronage. ^ 

Table 10 shows the distribution of student travel by mode. 
Hitchhiking was in*fcorporated in the ''Driven'! mode, while motorcycle 
.f6rms of travel were included in the "Drive" mode. Occasional home 
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to schQ.ol travel by horse was reported, hoy/ever the amount^of r 

travel by this mode was not significant enough to warrant^a separate 

•\ 

classification. ' ^ 

Difficulty was encountered in obtaining an accurate profile ^ 
of student travel since few school district's maintain records on ' \ 
other than school bus transportation. This was especially true of 

<» '? 

the Marin Community College District, which, has a large and diverse 
student population and maintaiad no responsibility for school 
transportation. However, some elementary'school districts monitor 
student travel and were able to give precise figures of the number 
of students and mode of travel, Whejre^ precise data was not teadily 
-available, school officials estimated the mode distribution. In those 
districts providing. transportation, the number of stude^its bussed was- 

subtracted from total'enrollment and the balance distributed among 

~ ' . '■ ■ ■ 

the non school bus modes, 

^ Except' for students in the Marin JCommunity College District 
and the high school districts, the GGBHTD system appears to draw 
a relatively small volume of student patrons* The community 
college district was particularly concerned about the lack of 
coordination between school schedules and bus schedules. Some 



use, of GGBHTD buses' was evident in Novate. However, accurate 
student patronage figures were not available. Here also,^ the lack 
of coordination between the school district and GGBHTD^ schedules 
limits the use of public transit service by students. 

School districts that provide transportation between home 
and school typically spend about ten days during the school year 
planning schedule?., monitoring schedule performance, and making 
adjustments in schedules, routes, and stop locations. The 
responsibility for 'planning home to school bus service is frequency 
shared by a member of the administrative staff and a supervising 
bus driver. 

The process of planning bus routes and schedules in the 
districts operating transportation systems is very informal and 
simplistic. Typically, on the opening day of school, the school 
buses traverse last year's routes and pick up the waiting students. 
During the next several weeks, schedules and allocated equipment 
are adjusted to meet the demand based on these firsi few weeks' 
experience. Sho'uld new residential developments create a need 
to revise a route or add another bus stop, these changes are 




considered in the administrative planning function previous to the 
• • ■ » 

start of the school year. ^ . ^^^"^^ 

A. , . 

, a. " 

Only, one school district bases its transportation planning 
on estirrfated demand prior to the- start of the school year. In most 
districts, no formal system of plann'ingns us^d to identify 6r assign 
students who require trarii^ porta t ion; and/ ^generally, no advance , • 
information i^ provided to the community. Parents in most 
neighborhoods were visually aware of school bus stop signs or had 
been informed by neighbors where the school bus would stop for 
their children. Despite t\ie relatively unsophisticated process, 
there were no significant, complaints or pla'nning problems reported^ 
by school administrators. . ^ ' 

... 

Most s'chool districts have an establi^Jjed policy with- regard 
to the distance which a child jwould normally be expected to walk to 
school. This distance varies depending on the ivailability^ of bu 



ses ; 



and the size- of the budget available- for tratispdrtation. Guidelines 
are suggested by the state for each grade. level. These guiSeline^ 
4re prescribed in conjunction with state procedures for reimbursing 

schooL districts for home to school transportation. It is state 

4 \ ■ ^ . 

\ ' • • ' • 

^ ■ \ . 

\, * ■. ■ ^ 
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practice not to reimburse for transportation provided within 
cei^tain distances unless special circumstances are involved, such 

as safety. These distances are: 

■ * \ ■ 

« ■ . 

Grades' Miles 



K-3 3/4 

4 -8 1 

7-9 1 

9-12 2 



Allowances are made for bus sing within the minimum distance in 
locations where walking would be hazardous. However, some districts 
"bus students within the minimum distance, even when safety is not a 
consideration. " " & 



' ' Not all districts follow state^guidelines on minimum distances 

for bussing as illustrated by Table 11. Dixie, Novato", and San Rafael 

prescribe minimum distances greater than those established by the-^ 

state The reason i&f these policies is to reduce or hold transportation 
■ .r . - 

• ; :n , . ■ " ^- •• 

'costs* constari^t. 3 

^ KentfielcJ, -Fairfax, 'and Sausalito do not have, an explicit 

r . 

policy on minimun^^^distances to govern the provision of tij'ansportation 

•J - t • 

services. 
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TABLE 11 



MINIMUM DISTANCE POLICY 
Minimum Miles from School at Which 
School Transportation is Provided 



SCHOOL DISTRICT 




GRADE LEVEL 






4-6 


7,8 


9-12 


Rol inas— S tinson 




3/4 


1 


1 








l(K-2) 


2(3-8) 


2 








(No Explicrt Policy) 





r\c 1 1 L. X X c X 




(No Explicit Policy) 








(Does 


Not Apply) 






XfCl^ urix ucia 

- - ■' - c 




(No Policy) 






T a *» • It e» KM 1 v* 

J.4CII. JvS pUX j 




3/4 


1 


1 








(Does 


Not Apply) 






M^Tin PntnTn Poll. Dist. 




(Does 


Not Apply) 




■ 






(Does 


Not Apply) 






ITIXXX V C* J. J. C jr 




1 


1.5 


1.5, 




Nlcaslo 




(Does 


Not Apply) 






Novate Unified 




1 


1.5 


2.5(7-9) 


3.5(10-12) 


Reed Union 




3/4 


1 


1 




Ross 




(Does 


Not Apply) 






San Anselmo 




3/4 


- 1(4 only) 






0 

San Rafael 




3/4 


1.5(4-5) 


2* 


3* - 


Sausalito 




(No Policy) 






Shoreline Unified 




3/4 


1 


1 


2 


Tamalpais Union 




'(Does 


„Not Apply) 






Union Joint 




(Does 


Not Apply) 







it ■ " " .. 

Numbers indicated a^e School Board policy; in practice, 

1974-75 distances were 1.5 miles for grades 7-8, and 2 

miles for grades 9-12. Distances for 1975-76 conform to 

Board policy. 
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The salaries of bus drivers usually account for from 50 to 
75 percent of the total cost of transportation service provided by- 
school districts. Information was obtained on the number of drivers 
employed and salary structure to document this aspect of the total 
costi struGtur e. 



Table 12 shows the number of drivers serving each district 
and the range of hourly wages paid. Drivers are divided into three 
categories: fulltime school district personnel; parttime personnel,-^/ 
and backup drivers. Fulltime personnel aJe regularly employed for 
an eight hour day over a ten or twelve month year. Drivers employed 

fulltime usually have other duties besides^ school bus driving, su^ch as 

• ■ " I ' ' I 

vehicle maintenance, buildings and grounds, etc. Parttime personnel 

are employed on a regularly scheduled, | hourly basis and usually work 

a split shift. Backup drivers are not employed in scheduled service 

but are called in as needed. 1 ' 

Most districts hire parttime drWers. This enables; flexibility 
to be maintained in bus scheduling and personnel budgeting./ Shoreline 
and Sausalito School Districts have encouritered difficulty in finding 
drivers to-work on a parttime basis; howevW, both districts reported 



no problems in maintaining backup personne 
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TABLE 12 
DRIVER INVENTORY 



SCHOOL DISTRICT 


PERSONNEL 


„J?ART-.TxkE^^ 
PERSONNEi: 


—BACKUP " 
DRIVERS 


H(5URLV 

WAGE 
RATE 


Bolinas-Stinson 


1 




1 




c "3 Qn_A on 
90 . yu— • yu 


Dixie 


2 




2 


2 


. 4&D 3 .46-1 


Fairfax 






2 


1 


9 J . / b^** . UU 


Kentfleld 






2 - 


2 


9 3 . 7d-4 .00 


Laguna Joint 


(Does 


Not 


Apply) 






Lagunltas 






2 


2 


94.04-4.27 


Larkspur 






2 


1 


9 3 . 75-4 . 00 


Lincoln 


(Does 


Not 


Apply) 






Marin Comm. Coll. 
Dist. 


(Does 


Not 


Apply) 






Marin Co. Schools 


1 




31 




.$3.57-4.34 


Mill Valley 


6 




1 




$4 .52- 


Nlcaslo 


(Does 


Not Apply) 






Nova to Unified 






17* 


3 


$3.61-3.98 


Reed Union 






4 


2 


' $3.75-4.06" 


Ross 


(Does 


Not 


Apply) 






San Anselmo 


2 






1 


$4.94 


San Rafael 






15* 


3 


$3.86-4.85 


Sausalito 


3 




1 


1 


$4.58 


Shoreline Unified 


4 




6 


3 , 


$3.68-4.48 


Tamalpais Union 






1 




Not Available 


Union Joint 


(Does 


Not 


Apply) 






TOTAL 


18 . 




88 


20 


$4.06-4.45 ave. 



*Regular employees, but less than 8 hours per day. 
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Transportation Costs: One objective of the survey was to 
acquire detailed data on transportation costs to enable the 
effectiveness of existing school transportation operations to be 
evaluated in„a later, task, 

A breakdown of operating costs and administrative costs 
was acquired for those districts operating their own transportation 
services. For contrac^ied service, the amount of the total 1973-74 
contract was identified. This information is shown in Table 13. 

The total transportation cost for each district was compar 
with cost information obtained from the State Transportation 
Reimbursement Request (Form J- 141) filed for 1973-74. In many- 
cases cost data did not agree, usually because the cost reported in 
the state form was higher than the cost obtained from the survey 
questionnaire. One reason for this may have been that fringe 
benefits were not included in the determination of total personnel 
cost. Another reason was that some districts subtracted fuel 
rebatement cost from the operating costs. 

' . , ^ - ■ J- 

^ . 72 • ■ 
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Interview Results 

Major areas of concern were identified and the specific 
nature "^of those concerns discussed. The interviews focused on 
two major issues: existing school transportation services and ^ 
alternative concepts for providing school transportation. 

School districts not providing transportation services or 
providing specialized services expressed concerns somewhat 
different from most and are discussed later in this chapter. 
They are: Laguna Joint Schopl District, Lincoln School District, 
Marin Community College District, Marin County Schools Office, 
Nicasio School District, Tamalpais- Union High School District, and 
Union Joint School District. 

E ffectivenes s -of Existing School Transportation 

Cost was a major concern of many*of the school districts 
providing transportation services. Inflation has increased the cost 
of operating buses. In addition to the rising cost of fuel, salaries 
for classified school personnel have increased between 5 and 10 
percent during the last year. Budgets have been increased to 
account for these rising costs, but for many scho^ol-dis^tricts this --^ 

74' 



58 



has meant tapping district revenue funds and these districts face 
a drastic financial situation when reserve funds are exhausted:'"^ 

A ceiling has been placed on school district expenditures 
by the Dills Bill (Senate Bill 90), imposing strict limitations on the 
amount of money spent per unit of average daily attendance (a. d.^a. ). 
The bill contains an inflation factoi* 'based on the assessed valuation 
of the school district, but no allowance has been made for the double 
digit inflation which occurred this last year. Some districts are able 
to increase the a. d. a. allowance 3 percent per year, but most are 
allowed less than 2 percent under the terms of the bill. 

To compound this problem, nearly all school distrir's have 
experienced some degree of declining enrollment. Hence average 
daily attendance has decreased, and with it the total school budget. 

^ Transportation has to compete with other budget categories 
for scarce financial resources. In view of limited resources and 
^rising costs, school administrators have had to consider cutting 
transportation services, and several have already done so. Those 
districts that are most acutely affected by budget shortages have 
resorted to tax over ride elections to raise the limit on a. d. a. 
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n, 

* , ' ' 9 

allotments and generate needed revenue. In these districts, 
contingency plans have been considered for reducing the cost of 
transportation if tax override elections do not pass. School board 
members in those districts almost unanimously agreed that 
transportation should not be singled out for budget cuts, but that 
cuts should be made across the board of programs and services. 
Without exception, administrators perceived their existing 
transportation operations as cost effective although the per pupil 
or per bus mile varied significantly. Differences in cost were 
attributed to the level of service provided. 

There appeared to be a wide range of opinion concerning 

the level of transportatioii services that should be provided. Fairfax, 

for example, does not have a minimum distance policy and will pick 

up students very close to their school, particularly those youngsters 

who must cross Sir Francis Drake Boulevard which has no traffid" 

control devices for pedestrian crossing.^ ,Novato, on the other hand, 

has reluctantly increased its minimum distance to eifect economies ~ 

ahd any further decreases in service are viewed as unacceptable at 

/ 

this time. . 




60 



The rural districts which depend on parent furnished 
transportation for their" elementary school students recognize that 
their small size and lirnited resources restrain them from providix 
home to school transportation service. This does not imply that 
additional or supplementary services aroe not needed. Rather, it 
emphasizes the economic realities that already restrict these districts, 
and may come to restrict other districts in the future if additional 
sources of revenue are not forthcoming* 

Larger districts with considerable investments in transpor- 
tation viewed their operation as a necessary resource for the schools 
and for the community although only Novato maintained an ongoing 
policy of providing their buses (at cost) to* other local agencies for 
community use. All school districts are concerned with the costs of 
school transportation services and most are weighing the relative ^ 
costs and benefits of each element of their services to determine 
which are essential and which are nonessentia_Lser3dce.s..- ^ 



Reaction to the importance of home to school transportation 
differed fr om/*district to district. However, most districts providing 
this service did not regard it as expendable but were receptive to 
considering methods to increase efficiency. Some of the methods^- 
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suggested to achieve economies were: increase the minimum bussing 

distances; reduce the number of bus stops made; and double up runs 

» 

so that less, vehicles would be in use. In some cases nianipulation 
of school, starting and dismissal times would achieve some -eduction 
in the number of bus runs made. Both administrators and board 
members regarded these alternatives as feasible although they 

o V 

recognized that adverse^ reaction would be inherent from those 
affected. In attempting cutbackjs, some of the districts have already- 
been subjected to a great deal of criticism. 

In tUe Fairfax' School District, transportation services 
were eliminated entirely five years ago because of budget limitations. 
A community group known as "Parents for Bussing" formed a lob' y 
for home to school transportation. Subsequently, services were . 
reestablished under an independent contractor, and transportation 
is now provided for children as^joje_as one-tenth- of-aniiile'frrofrf''" 



school to overcome the safety problem in crossing Sir F.'r** )rake 
Boulevard. Now, however budget considerations are for" * ^ 
school board to reevaluate school bussing in context \vith all their 
educational programs so tha.t realistic priorities can be established. 
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number of other examples were cited which indicated 

that while school boar^/fr^^ awafe of the value of 

streamlining or drastically cutting back home to' school transportation 

as an economy measure, they are also conscious of community 

opposition to such measures. One boarci member summarized the 

problem by as^king, how could the district educate children if they 

i 

could not get them to the classroom? And, if the district did not 
provide the necessary transportation, who would; particularly, 
in the case of low income families who could not afford alternate 
means of transportation. It was also pointed out that a community 
without home to schpol transportation could not attract young 
families* to live there and would thus lose school attendance and 
associated revenues over a long term period. 

T^ran^partSLtian^s-eT-vices'-fTO^ home to school; 

commuting included curriculum oriented field trips, transporting 
the athletic teams for after school games, school piciiics or , 
recrea.tiona-1 activities^ Both Mill Valley and Novato also provide 
a school to home bus after normal hours for those students involved 
in activities after school, such as band practice and interscholastic 
or intramural sports practices. 
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\ , Some of the districts with non home to school transportation 

\ . • . 

\ ® ■ . ■ 

programs have curtailed these services or eliminated thqm entirely. 

Most districts have budgeting procedures that limit the number of 



\ ■ 
field\ trips that may be taken throughout the year. When budgets are 

\ . ' . • ■ 

exhau^sted, schools are required to rely on the resources of parent 

clubs dr student councils for funds, or to-ask parents tojdrive their 

cars fo:^^ field trips. Most are satisfied with this practice as a means 

of maintaining an important curriculum need at the lowest cost. 
* \ 

However, \many emphasized the organizational problems inherent in 
using parents as a transportation resource. 

In the outlying rural school districts such as Bolinas-Stinson 
and Shoreline,, field trips usually involve considerable time and ^ 
distance. These districts use their own buses for field trips and 

\ ■■ ■ • • ■ ■ . ■ 

have'not had to\limit the number qf trips because of lack of transpor- 



tation funds. In^ particular. Shoreline lInLfied-School District places 

f\ereat deaTof eWphasis on field trips as a curriculum need for 

. \ ■ " ■ . ' 

rurally based students and would be reluctant to sacrifice transportation 

service to save money. 

Replacing older equipment was a concejn expressed by 



some^districts that operate their own buses. The state reimburses 
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1 • . 

districts up to 125 percent of the original cost providing the vehicle 

' • . f ' _ . . ■■ 

is twenty years old. However, the cost of^w equipment has risen 

considerably; and even with the s^tate reimbursement, new equipment 

purchases represent a consideral^le budget expense. The alternative 

»has been to repair older equipment and thro,ugh preventive maintenance 

keep breakdowns to a minimum. The need for a systematip ^method 

for determining the optimum vehicle retirement and replacement 

procedure was voicfed by one transportation supervisor. 

Vehicle ^ae was a concern identified by several school 
districts. Most transportation! operations Ire characterized by a 
wide variation in bus occupancy from run to run. In addition, bus 
operations in hilly terrain require the use of smaller buses for 
maneuverability. A mix of vehicle sizes was viewed as offering 
the most flexil^ility in planning bus routes. However, districts 
are inhibited from changing fleet mix becs^use of the cost of new 
vehicles. f 

None of the school districts had a systematic pi'ogram for | 
determining vehicle depreciation or planning future, equipment needs 
on a long term basis. One case was identified, however, where a 
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reserve fund Avas set up for the purchase of a n.evy bus when ^ 

replacement became necessary. , ^ \ * * 

' «. - ' 

r 

School districts which provide transportation services* 
in general were extremely satisfied with the caliber of dri^fsV ' 
employed. Comments were frequently ^rnade that the drive.r i.s an 
important asset to a school district, not only as a, vehi>cle .operator 
but also ^^s an adjunct to the educational experience. The drivers. : 
not only provide for pupil safety, but they maintain control over^'^ 

student behavior enroute to school. Few district^ experience much' > 

* * * ' ~ ' ^' . 

turnover in drivers although some concern was expresse^d that the • , 

higher wage£; paid by the G'GBHTD may lure d^^A^er.s away from / 
school service, ^ ' ' ' * 

The transportation needs of the three high schools o.f,the 

V 

Tamalpais, Union High School District are met by a combination oi\ 

public transit, student transportation, coitt-racted bus service, %,nd 

, " .-. ■ ^ "*!.»..'■ 

the district's own school bus^. * , 

Public transit is operated by GGBHTD on three routes-^ 
oriented principally to serve high* school students.- .Cost is shared' 
by users and by the high school district. Students piy a $. 25 fare • ^ 
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to use the buses and the high school district reimburses the GGBHTD 
for the deficit incurred in operating the> school portion of the bus 
service. 

Student transportation, including drivers and carpools, 
constitutes the most significant portion of home to school travel. 
This travel is characterized by a range of arrivals ,and departures 
during school hours, and students maintain flexible hours at school 
similar to a junior^ college. ^ ^ 

c 

Contracted bus service is used for two purposes. The 
school district contracts with a private carrier, the Marin City- 
Transit Company, to provide transportation at no cost to students 
from Marin City. The school district also uses independent 
fcontrare-tors to provide transportation for field trips and athletic^ 
events. 

\ 

^ The district's own bus is used exclusively for non home to ^ 

school transportation. This bus is scheduled for retirement and 
will not be replaced 

This transportation system has evolved through a complex 
'set of circumstances involving a change in transit operators from 



Greyhound to th'- GGBHTD, and changes in the type of service 
provided in different areas df the school district. The school 
district is well aware that the existing system of tran|spor tation is 
fragmented and does not offer equal transportation opportunities 
tfb all students. However, fev; alternatives have been, considered 
feasible. Efforts to negotiate increases in GGBHTD services liave 
not been successful, and the district is apprehensive Jabout enlarging 

its role of home to school transportation. ! 

I \ 

/ Concern was expressed over the cost of transportation 
.for students attending the Tamalpais Union High School District. 
The out of pocket fare cost of $. 50 was identified as a, hardship 
for many families with high school students. 

The College of Marin is located in the central portion of 
the Gountv along a heavily traveled artery. As with most college 
level educational facilities,' no home to school transportation is 
provided. The basic student travel modes are cars and public - - 
transit. Student parking is providesd but spaces are not assigned 
and a considerable amount of time is spent searching for available 
spaces close to classes. Carpooling was tried twice, once prior 
to the fuel shortage in 1974 and once after the shortage ; both were 



unsuccessful. Consideration has been given to eliminating parking 
but lack of alternative transportation convinced the board of trustees 
that this was inadvisable. r 

Bus. service along Sir Francis Drake Boulevard is not • 
coordinated with class schedules and few buses arrive in both 
north and south directions at convenient times to serve arriving and 
departing students. Considerable, research has* been conducted 
by a former student of the College'of Marin on coordinating the 
GGBHTD schedules so that they are convenient for students. The' 
college district administration and board regard the College of 
Marin as a major generator of transit patronage which should 
receive improved service. 

College students pay the regular $. 35 fare. Students in 
a broad range of income groups are served by the Marin Community 
College District, and concern was expre,ssed that the fare should 
be reduced to $. 25. 

The Indian Valley Colleges in Novato is a new campus 
opened in September 1975. It^is a half mile west of the present 
commute service provided by GGB^HTD; Facilities are being 
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planned to allow buses to reach the new campus, however no 
agreement has yet been reached with the GGBHTD as to whether 
campus service will u^e provided. 

The Marin County Schools Office provides transportation 
for special education students. Approximately thirty-four buses 
are in service througl^o'ut the county providing transportation between 
home and school, and for a variety of purposes associated with 
special education needs. The system serves approximately 350 
. students and operates on a budget of just over $300, 000, A problem 
inherent in running an operation of this type is the flexibility required 
in accommodating student needs. Schedules are constantly being ^ 
adjusted to meet changing situations; drivers must be .'especially 
attentive to the needs of the children in their charge; and the system 
serves the entire county, so that buses must operate over long 
distances. Operational concerns are few in terms of the complexity 
of the system. To simplify the logistics of providing this type of 
bus service, a policy has been instituted allowing 'driver s in rural 
areas to garage vehicles so that daily deadheading can be minimised. 
The need for a vehicle depreciation and replacement policy was also 
mentioned. Mechanism's for cutting costs are a general desire of 

80 ^ " 
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the board of education. However cpnsiderable research has been 
devoted to ways to simplify the system and no viable solutions have ' 
been found, 

3 

The Laguna Joint, Lincoln, Nicasio, and Union Joint _ 
School Districts are without bus transportation. The present mode 
of travel for both home to school travel and field trips is parent 

0 

drivers and is regarded as the only satisfactory means within the 
financial resources of these districts. Alternatives that would 
relieve parents of the transportation function are welcome but only 
within cost constraints. 

Alternative C oncepts for Providing School 'Transportation 

Two concepts were introduced at the beginning of the study 
as alternatives to the present system of providing school transportation 
' consolidation of school bus operation and combining school 
transportation with public transportation. These terms were 
presented as broad topical concepts with many possible variations. 
Examples of variations are as follows. 
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Consolidation: centralizing maintenance facilities, 
establishing a comnnon pool of backup drivers, contiguous districts 
. combining bus fleets, unifying planning operations, backup equipme^^^^ 
agr ee men ts'b'etwe en districts, and equipment pur chasing pools. 

Combination ; public transit providing school transportation 
in a limited number of districts, public transportation providing all 
' home to school transportation, public transit providing non home to 
school transportation, public transit .providing planning resources, 
school buses as specialized public transit, and school buses leased 
for community recreation, o . 

The major concepts and some of the above variations were 
explored in the interviews.^ The issues identified in the interviews 
are presented in summary form below; 

Deadheading is requireddf bus fleets are centralized. 

Maintenance is cheaper at local garages than in a ^ ' 

centralized facility. 

o 

4 * ■ < , - 

A consolidated system would increase wage -costs. 

0 

° ■ 88 
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Planning flexibility \vouia be lost in a centralized system. 
^Centralization would raise adnninistrative costs. 

' \ i 

Centralized transportation planning \vould still require ^ 

\^ 

planning input fronn each district. 

Community control over bussing would be sacrificed. ^ \ 

Local autonomy over educational services would be 
jeopardized. 

Costs could not be shared equitably either in a consolidated ' 
or combined system. 

0 Services would not be allocated equitably. 

Public transit vehicles are not as safe as school buses. 

' ■ " ■ ■ . . ■ ' ■ . i 

Public transit drivers could not and would/not control 
behavior of school children. - 

Younger children would not be as safe on public transit. 

The operator and administrator of a combined system is 
in question: Marin County transit District or Golden Gate Bridge, 
Highway, and Transportation District or some other agency? 



8^ • 
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Mixing age groups on public transit is not advisable. 

The public will not ride on yellow school buses because 
o'f appearance and other featui?es. ^ 

School buses will depreciate faster if used for other types 
of service. 

Adrpinistrative costs of school districts will increase if 
buses are chartered for community activities. 

Summary and Implications . , - 

One. of the major objectives of the survey phase of the 

school bus study was to compile a data base that would lead- to the 

identification of school transportatix)n needs, the effectiveness of 

the existing transportation systems, and the concerns and issues 

associated with the various concepts of supplying school transportation 

services. Subsequent analysis of this data provided the framework 

in which alternatives were developed and evaluated, 

* . • ' . ' 

Of primary significance in analyzing this data was the 

esta>blishment of system criteria. These criteria guided the 

development of alternatives and provided the measures of 

r 

<7 

90 
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effectiveness used in selecting the recommended plans for 
implementation and pilot testing. 



The concerns and issues evolved from the sur^vey were 
classified into two general categories: financial implications and 
level of service implications. Financial considerations \l'ere 
further divided to include such problem areas as: decreasing 

enrollment, legislation (S. B. 90), rising cost and inflation factor s^^^ 

• V 

taxpayer re^sistance, competing educational programs, and cost 
effectiveness of existing system. 

Level of service implications varied considerably among 
the school districts and were directly related to the individual 
policies and priorities of each district. Problem areas related to 
level of service included: minimum distance requirements, safety, 
scheduling, number of pickup points , travel time, administration - 
of system, and geographic characteristics. 

^ It was apparent that many of these problem areas were 

strongly interdependent and had to^^be considered in context to each 
other as well as individually. 
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* Table 14 presents a cost summary of existing schools' 
transportation systems in order to provide a basis for the analytical 
framework. The summary was structured to provide a general 
cost comparison among the districts. It is recognized that a number 
of factors influence the cost per pupil and cos't per bus mile. 
Consequently, these figures were only meaningful as base data and 
were further refined in the analysis process to reflect the circumstances 
which "contributed to th"e variances in cost among districts. 
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6/ SYSTEM CHARACTERISTICS 



Routes 

, 

■ School district bus routes cover 814|miles, of roadway in 
Marin County, ranging fronn 2. 2 miles in the Kentfield School 
District to 115 miles in the Shoreline Unified School District. 
Most major streets and highAvays are traveled, and all populated 
portions of the county are served. \ Considerable overlap with 
public transit routes exists in the eastern portion of the county. 

Within each school district, route coverage depends on 
the proximity of resi(!ential areas to schools. Many primary 
schools are in locations that are acce^ssible to.the Wrrounding 



neighborhood, and bus transportation is not required tor travel to^ 



. and from school. 

X Maps of school district bus route's and bus stop locations 

are contained in Appendix XIII. 

\ ■ 

\ 

Vehicle routing must achieve the task of linking dispersed 
population areas with scattered school locations within the constraint 

/ ■ cy \ 

of school starting and dismissal times and wUh a limited number^o^ 
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1 . 



buses. Two routing methods are used to accomplish this task: 
continuous routing and- selective routing.' A combination of both 
methods- is used in each school district. 



^ Routers are planned to link all neighborhoods and all schools 

y ■ 

in a cdntiriuous loop. Buses make 'inulj:iple runs on the route to 
accommodate different {^< hool starting, and dismissal times. Students 
are picked up and dropped off in a continuous pattern, and several 
grade levels are frequently served in one run. A f'feature of this 
system is that deadheading, or running empty, is minirnized. 

Continuous routing is suited to school districts with evenly 



distributed -population and- street patterns which allow loop routes. 



Fairfax, SaA Anselmo, and Larkspur School Districts have conditiong' 



that allow the greatest use of continuous routing. 

' [ - . . 

Routes are plannbd to serve one school or one community."^ 

at a time. 'Selective routing is applicable where^ outlying population 

areas are served. * This situation is experienced by all the school 

districts to some degree li^ut to the largest extent by Shoreline Unifed 

School District. 
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Deadheading is frequently a r'ejsult of selective routing, 
particularly where remote area service is involved. In^unifQrmly 
populated ajeas, deadheading is minimized by planning bus routes 
to maintain continuous service between communities and schools. 
Under these conditions, selective routing functions similarly to 
^continuous -routing. 

e 

Schedules , - . 



Bus schedules normally identify the location of each stop* 
by giving the names gf the inter sec t?ing streets or major landmarks 
and the bus arrival time. Schedules are used as a public information 
,tool by those school districts that njake them available at the 
beginning of the school year, and as a control over bus' operations. ^ 
Times are accurate to one minute,^ and times at major loading and / 
'unloading points are precisely estimated so that the buses continu^ 

c 

on their route with a minimum of delay. 



Patronage 

The number of students transported by the school district 
varies on an annual basis and on a daily basis. The factors that 
determine the patronage level are as follows. 
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School attendance experienced a steady growth until 
•recently. The trend has been reversed, and recent declines in 
enrollment have contributed to some reduction in the number of 
students bussed. 

State procedures for reimbursing transportation expenditures 
allow reimbursement for students who must be bussed because^.walking 
is hazardous . 

A reduction in enrollment has forced some districts to close 
schools, 'resulting in greater travel distances for the population shifted 
to other schools. This has increased the need for bus transportation. 

School transportation is limited to specific grade levels in 
some districts to reduce the amount of bussing needed. 

The state prescribes Che distances from schools within which 
students live where transportation costs may not be eligible for 
reimbursement. Districts also have^their own policies on minimum 
distances for bussing which vary above and below the state guidelines. 

Bus patronage increases considerably during winter months 
when rainy weather 'makes bussing more attractive. Students who 

87 
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intermittently obtain rides from parents or friends, also cause 
variations in day to day patronage; high school patronage decreases 
a short time after the beginning o£ each semester as students join 
carpools. Patronage is also lower in the spring than in the fall 
for the same reason. 

The percentage of siudenis bussed varies from district to- 
district in response to the variables listed .above'. Table 15 sho^^^, 
by gracfe level, the number of students bussed in each district. 

a 

Vehicles ^ , 

The condition of the total school bus fleet in the county is 
excellent, ffhe survey of equipment indicated no inoperative 

u 

equipment. The median purchase date of the total fleet is 1967. 
Less.'than 3 percent ar.e more than twenty years old. 

^ ^ . An inventory of school buses, contained in Appendix XIV, 
shows unit number, passenger capacity, fuel requirement, year of 
purcha'se; and cost. * 

u, .... 

School district personnel were queried on special operating 
problems encountered in providing bus tran.sporta'tion. Hilly terrain 
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TABi/e 15 

BUS PATRONAGE 
Bus Transportation Provided by School Districts 



\ 



SCH(X)L DISTRICT 



District 
Average 
Daily 
Attendance 



Pupils Bussed 
% of 

No. ADA 



Bolinas-Stinson 

Dixie 

Fairfax 

Kentfield 

Laguna Joint 

Lagunitas 

Larkspur 

Lincoln 

Marin Conununity 



223 
4,136 

951 
1,320 

498 
1,499 
19 



222 
382 
300 
159 

464 
200 



99% 
14% 
40% 
15% 

89% 
14% 



Grades Provided 
Bus Transportation 



All Grades 



If 



7-8 



All Grades 



College District 


6,482 








Marin County Schools 


350 


350 


100% 


All Grade's 


Mill Valley 


3,163 


1,188 


37% 


K-4 


'Nicasio 


•45 








Nova to Unified 


10,959 


2,087 


20% 


All Grades 


Reed Union 


1,886 


770 


41% 


All Grades 


Ross 


493 








San Anselmo 


1,8|^1 • 


305 


19% 

c 


K-4 


San Rafael 


8,669 


1,980 


23% 


All Grades 


Sausalito 


543 


380 


75% 


All Grades 


Shoreline Unified 


816 


679 


83% 


All Grades 


Tamalpais Union 


5,811 


720 


10% 


All Grades 



Union Joint 



TOTAL 49,705* 10,186 21% 
♦Includes special education students bussed by Marin County Schools 
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\vas mentioned as a factor limiting the size of buses that could be 
operated. However, no school district operates under conditions 
y^here Si^ecial equipment is needed. 

The Marin County Schools Office operates buses especially- 



equipped >A/ith \wheelchair lifts to transport handicapped students. 



> 



T^hese are noted in Appendix XIV, ■» 
Performance Analysis ' ** 

Analysis of the performance of school bus systems was 
designed to achieve two objectives. One objective was to identify 
factors that should be considered in developing alternatives to 
current system,s. A second objective was tb analyze the operating 
characteristics of each school district system. A thorough - 

i 

evaluation of operations on a district by district basis was not 
possible. However, important variables contributing to system 

effectiveness were identified. 

* ■ ■■ 

School bus systems have a set of operating criteria 



similar to the public transit industry. Although the a^ual standards 
are different in each case;, the basic operating criteria are the 
same: safety, reliability, schedule adherenc3, and efficiency. 
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Safety is the paramount corisiderati'on in providing school 
transportation. Federal regulations contain detailed specifications 
on. the physical safety requirements of scho'ol buses. . The state 
specifies the manner in ^vhich school buses should be operated and 

o 

requires both routine inspection of equipment and routine training 

of drivers. In additipn, the California HighA^^ay Patrol is responsible 

for approving bus routes and bus stop locations. 

As a r*e"sult of. these standards, a high level of safety has 
been maintained. Accidents involving bus vehicles have occurred, 
but^nQ injuries to occupants have .^esulted. ^ 

Routine inspection of vehicles and preventive maintenance 
programs are in general use throughout the county. , No school 
transportation system reported a problem -with enroute breakdoA^^ns. 
Reliability does not appear to be a problem as long as the present 
standards of maintenance and inspection are retained. 

No school district reports consistent difficulties in rqeeting 

c 

schedules. Occassional delays are ex^rienced at the beginning of 
the school year A^^hen ne^N schedules are in effect. Other>^^ise, 
performance is consistently high. 
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School transportation systems are universally committed 
to the basic operating standards discussed previously. Safety, 
reliability, and schedule adherence cannot be changed vi^ithout 
altering a fundamentally accepted level of service. HoAvever, 
efficiency of operation can still vary vi^idely from district to district. 

Evaluation of Efficiency " . ' 

~ ' '* 1, 

♦ . 

Ideally, school transportation operates according to laws 
of supply' and demand- similar to those for public -transit. When 
the defnand'^for transportation increases, an attempt is made to 

f 

provide more buse^ and drivers to meet that demand. However, a 

•A 

revenue component that provides at least a partial incentive for 
'expansion of service is built i;ito the, public transit supply and demand 
equation. No such revenue is provided by an expanision of school bus 
service. Funds for expansion of school bus service must come from 

the general school budget. . If these are not available, the only method 

It 

to meet increased demand without adding buses and drivers is to 
4|icrease the efficiency of the bus operation. The same method 
'applies in a situation where buses and drivers nQust be^cut back to^ 
reduce transportation casts but where demand remains unchanged. 

^ ■ ^ if- 

A premium is placed on operating efficiency in both, cases. . - 
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■ Efficiency can be measured by comparing the resources 
used to meet demand (number of buses) v^ith the amount of service ' 
provided (number of students). Ho^A^ever, in comparison of school 
districts, transportation systems that serve a low density population 
Will be handicapped because comparatively more buses are required 
to cover gr eater^distances . A mileage factor may be added to 
equalize the differencfe in district size, but this does not adequately 
reflect the low density characteristics of rural school districts. In 
short, a measure of efficiency that is both simple and applicable to 
all districts is difficult to establish. 

Lacking a valid single measure, two measures were 
selected ^a.t approximately gauge efficiency; 

1 . " Ratio of Pupils^Bussed to Number of Buses: The 
greater the number of students that*can be transported with a given' 
number of buses, the more efficient the transportation operation. 
Large, sparaely populated s'chool districts should *be weighted to 
account for the difficulty of providing transportation over long 
distances. ' ' r 
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2. Ratio of Daily Bus Mileage to Route Net-wor^^^^ileage : 

The fewer miles that need to be traveled daily over the ro/te net]^rk, 
the greater the efficiency of the tii;ansportation operation. 

/An application of the above measures to the school districts 
is shown in Tables 16 and 17. The purpose of these tables is to 
demonstrate the range of values that exists, riot to rank districts as 
high or low. The transportation program operated by the Marin- 

County Schools Office for special educaieion students is uniqu^and 

I, 

" •* ^ . 

does not readily cofrjpare with'schopl district transportation programs 

A high^value on the pupil to bus ratio corhbined v^ith a low 
value on the route network ratio means that' few buses are being 
used to transport students and that bus runs are effectively planned 
to minimize mileage. This combination of values has greater 
significance in a large, sparsely populated; school district than in a 
small densely populated one. ^ . ' 

Existing demand can be met with fewer resources if several 

^key factors are changed. One of these factors school starting and- 

dismissal times - -is external to the transportation operation and 
only partially controllable. , " 
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TABLE 16 



SYSTEM PERFORMANCE MEASURE 
Ratio of Pupils Bussed to Number of Buses 



SCHOOL DISTRICT 



'Pupils Bussed 



Eolirias-Stinson 222 

Dixie 380 

Fairfax . 300 

Kentf ield ' 159 
Laguna Joint 

« Lagunitas 464 

Larkspur , 200 
Eincoln ^ 

Marin Community , 
College District 

Marin County Schools 350' 

Mill-Valley 1^188 

Nicasio 

Novate Unified 2,087 

/Reed Union " 770 
Ross 

San jAnselmo 305 

San Rafael 1,980 

Saus_aliJ:o^_ ^ 38_0 

Shoreline Unified 679 

Tamalpais Union ' 720 
Union Joint 

TOTAL lOrieek^ 



. Buses In 

Home to 
•School Use 



2 
4 

2 / 
1 

2 
2 



32 
6 

14 
4 

2 

15 
4 
12 
14 
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• Ratio 
of Pupils 
to Buses 



111 

150 
'l59 

232 
^ 100 



11 

198 

149 
192 ' 

152 
127 
95 
56 

' 51 



87.8 
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TABLE 17 



SYSTEM PERFORMANCE MEASURE 
Ratio df Daily Bus Mileage 
to Route Network Mileage 



SCHOOL DISTRICT 



Daily Miles 
Between Home 
and School 



Route ' 
Nletwork 



Ratio 



Bolinas-Stinson ^ 

Dixie 

Fairfax 

Xentfield - 

Laguna Joint 

Lagunitas 

Larkspur' 

Lincoln 

Marin Conununity 
College District 

^ Marin County Schools 

Mi 11 Valley 

Nicasio • 

Novato Unified 
' Reed Union 

Ross 

San Anselmo ' 

San— Rafael — ' 

Sausalito 
Shoreline Unified 
Tama Ipai s ion 
Union Joint 

TOTAL 



\ 



102 
133 
125 
23 

112 
144 



•3300* 
509 

l,02f 
227 

69 
884 
172 
786 

95 

7,704 



6.8 
19,2 
7,2 

2.2 

(f 

5.7 
12.6 



150.0* 
29.2 

56.0 

11.2 

10.0 
51v2 
14^6 
115.4 
-18.9 

510.?. 



^^15.0 , 
6.9 
47.4 
10.4 

19.6 
11.4 



22.0 
17.4 

18.3 
20.3 

6.9 
17.3 
11.8 
6.8 
5.0 

. 1.S.1 



♦Estimated. 
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' * A second facto?: df^adheading ,is interjial to thC'.lDus.. 

operation and fully cohtrollable. The key.f-actors are ranked by 

" , . 'a 

the degree to which they can be controlled as.pa'rt of the transportation 

operation as follows: ^ . 



NoncontroUable. 



4\ 



Controllable 



school starting a^fid dismissal times/ 
prebell arrival times, 

A- 

maximum travel time, 
frequency of bdcs stops', " S 
bus occupancy, ^ 
Jayover s, 
deadheading. 



A dispersion of starting and dismissal times enables a 
s maller .number of buses to operate over a relatively longer period 
to transport students. Mileage on the remaining fleet would increase, 
and prebelJL waiting times would be increased for students arriving 
on early buses. ^ 

The time of arrival before the first beil in the morning is 
limited by the requirement that school personnel jjrovide supervision. 
Extending this period would allow more flexibility in route and schedule 
planning. Current prebell arrival times are shown in Table TS. 
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SCHOOL DISTRICT 



TABLE 12 



PREBELL ARRIVAL TIME 



Range of Arrival Times 
(Minutes) 



Bolinas-Stinson 
Dixie ' 
Fairfrix ^ 
Kentfield 
Laguna Joint 
Lagunitas 
Larkspur 
Lincoln 



1^ 



Marin Community 
College District 

Marin County Schools 

Mill Valley 

Nicasio 

Novate Unified 
Reed UnioHv 
Ross 

San Anselmo 
San l^afael 
Sausalito 
Shoreline .Unified 
Tamalpais Union 
Uni'on Joint . 



0 

' 1 
15 

1 
2 



0 
1 

• 5 
0 
0 
0 
6 



38 
32 
55 

10 
45 



"20 - 15 
0-45 



44 

33 

35 
44 
19 
23 
38 



Average Pre-Bell 

Arrival Time 
^ (Minutes) 



13 
14 
38 



6 

r9 



'-5 
17 

16 
16 

13 
17 
6 
19 
18 



AVERAGE 



2-32 



15 
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Routes with low patronage can bq extended to increase the 
numter of students bussed at one ti^iie^^^^^^A^ in travel tinnes 

and a, corresponding _,decrease in deadheading cind total bus hours 
would result^. Maximum travel tim'es between first pickup and last 
dropoff are shown in Table 19. 

The number of bus stops can be reduced to shorten routes . 
Sorxie increase in boarding times at remaining stops can be expected 
'because of the larger concentration of students. 

Increased occupancy improves bus utilization and may- 
reduce bus requirements. Average bus occupancy rates are not 
high for all districts, as demonstro^ted by Table 20. 

Nonessential layovers can be eliminated from schedules. 

j:o increase available running time, particularly in peak usage period 
' *• ' 

f? ' «- . ■ . . ■ , ' 

Deadjieadingx can be eliminated by using the continuous 

routing technique^ in. areas where^this technique is possible. 
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TABLE 19 


* 


0 




- TRAVEL TIMES 




X 

SCHOOL DISTRICT 


Range of 
Maximum Travel Times 
^ (Minutes) 


Average 
Maximum Travel Times 
(Minutes) 


' Bolinas-Stinson 


15 - 22 


18 


Dixie 




6-31 


14 , 


Fairfax 




5-52 


20 


Kentfield 




10 - 22 

0 


16 


Laguna Joint 






La^unitas 






13 


Larkspur 




ir- 30 


20 


^ Lincoln 








Marin Community 
College District 






Marin 'County Schools 
Mill Valley 


' 3 75 • 
12 - 38 


35 

^ 24 


Nicasio 








Novato Unified 


8-40 


20 * . 


Reed Union 


6-28 


13 


Ross 




- 




San Anselmo 


.1-35 


15 


San Rafael 


8^ 25 


t 

16. . 


Sausalito 




13 - 33 


■ ■ 2r :~ - ■ - 


Shoreline 


Unified 


,10-95 


50 


Tainalpais 


Union 


18-68 , 


34 ' 


Union Joint 






{■ ■ i • 


AVERAGE 


9-39 


22 , , ^ 


ERLC 
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..SCHOOL DISTRICT 



TABLE 20 
SCHOOL BUS OCCUPANCY RATES 



Average Occupancy 
Range of Occupancy Rates 



Median 
Occupancy 
Rates 



Bolinas-Stinson 

Dixie 

Fairfax 

Kentfield 

Laguna Joint 

Lagunitas 

Larkspur 

Lincoln 

Marin Community 

College District 

\ - 

Marin County Schools 
M±ll Valley 
Nicasio 

Novato Unit feci , 
Reed Union 
Ross / ^ - 
.San Anselmo 
San Rafael 
Sausalito 
Shoreline Unified 
Tamalpais Union 
Union Joint 



25% - 100% 
- 3% 91% 
8% - 100% 

9% - 94% 
3% - 88% 



70% 
45% 



100% 
100% 



32% - 100% 
17% - 100% 

15% 91% 
33% - 100% 
16% - 100% 
38% - 90% 
100% 



80% 
44% 
33% 
42% 

40% 

33% 



44% 



85% 
80% 

59% 

69%*^ 

50% 
76% 
55% 
64% 
80% 



80% 

5 J% 

48% 

38% 
29% 



80% 
90% 

64% 
83% 



79% 
64% 
66% 



AVERAGE 



2 3% - 02% . 



57% 



ERIC 



ill 



> < 
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7. ADMINISTRATIVE CHARACTERISTICS 



^^^^iexv.nces in the analysis of administrative policies and 
practices that could adversely or constructively affect a consolidation 
effort were considered. Functions, currently performed by each 
district, and centralized 'maintenanee and administrative resources 
available for a consolidated operation were also considered. 



^Personnel 

All districts providing transportation employ drivers; 

t 0 

other s ^employ mechanics and administrative personnel as v;;ell. 
Except for cases where backup drivers are employed for a short 
term, all personnel are classified employees and subject to full 
employment protection under state education xode guidelines. 

Table 12, page 54, shows that sctiool districts employ three 
main categories of drivers. They are: fulltime personnel employed 
only asvdriver s, fulltime personnel employed parttime as drivers, 
and parttime personnel employed on a split shift. 

Providing ^hat a* consolidated operation offered hours of 
work equivalent to those that presently exist, each type of driver 
could be. accommodated. 
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..a 

School bus wages vary from $3. 50 per hour to $5. 25 per l"^' 
hour, not including' fringe benefits. This wage differential would 
have to be substantially reduced in a consolidated operation. 
Table Zl shows the range of wages for each school district. 

Mechanics are often employed as drivers, and in most 
cases earn similar wages. The conditions discussed above with 
regard to drivers apply to mechanics. Four school districts employ 
mechanics: Dixie, Novato, San Rafael, and Shoreline. 

Nine school districts charge administrative expenses to 
the transportation budget. These expenses vary from a nominal 
charge for miscellaneous administrative functions td a major bu'dgefc 
line item in San Rafael, Novato, and Sh'^oreline School Districts and 
the Marin County Schools Office. In these cases the transportation 
operation requires fulltime supervisory personnel. , 

Equipment - ' * 

School districts make their own arrangements for purchasing 
vehicles. Differences in demand for school buses exist at the present 
time. San Rafael School District has a surplus of buses; however. 
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other districts are short o£ buses. For example, the* Sausalito 
School District needs equipment either fulltime or on a backup 
basis. 15^ 

Most school districts contract for vehicle maintenance. 

Dixie, Novato, San Rafael, and Shoreline School Districts have 

i> 

• their own maintenance facilities. 
Planning 

Similar planning practices are followed in all school districts 
Typically, this involves an informal process whereby the previous 
yearns routes are repeated at the beginning of the following year,^ 
' and adjustments are made on the basis of experience during the^ 
first two .weeks of the semester. Only San "Rafael bases its planning 
on estimated demands prior to the stai'fe of the school year. : ' 

School districts contracting for bus service normally 
obtain planning assistance from the contractor ^and have no^HnhDuse 
expertise. The districts included are: Fairfax, Kentfield, Larkspur, 
and Reed Union. 
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Separable Functions 

Most of the major administrative functions (e. g. personnel, 

vehicle purchase, maintenance, and operation) carried out separately 

by school districts could be centralized in a consolidated syst6m. 

. ■ » so" 

Planning is generally considered to be a nonseparable 
function becausp of the level of intradistrict coordination required 
in establishing school and transportation schedules that^re satisfactory 
to all district personnel. However, 'school districts that contract 
for bus ser^vice use the planning expertise of the contractor and 
"avoid V'separa^^ for this functlonT Cf s'ing 

this^as an example,^ the possibility exists for centralized planning 

■ - ^ , . . c 

on a consulting basis. 

Availabi lity of Centralized Adminis-tarative and Maintenance Resources 

Substantial resources are available to meet thfe r equir^emen-ts__ 
of a consolidated transportation operation if the existing resources 
..of school districts are utilized. Table ZZ summarizes the adminis- 
trative and maintenance resources that exist. Four school distriqts 
are able to provide resources in'both areas: Dixie, Novato, San Rafael, 
and Shoreline. * v / 
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TABLE 22 ^. 
SCHOOL DISTRICT TRANSPORTATION RESOURCES 



SCHOOL DISTRICT 


OWN MAINTENANCE 
FACILITY 


ADMINISTRATIVE 
CAPABILITY 


ADMINISTRATIVE AND 
MAII^ENANCE RESOURCES 


■ • ■■ . 
BoLinas-Stinson ^ 






... 


Dixie 


X 


X 


X 


Fairfax 




f 




Kentf ield 








Laguna Joint 






1? 


^ Lagunitas 




X 




^Larkspur * • 








Lincoln 


- 






Marin Community " 
College District 








Marin County , -Schools 




X, 




" Mill Valley 




X' 




Nicasio 








Nova to Unified 


X 


' X 


X 


Reed Union 








Ross 






1 


San Anselmo 




X ^ 




Sah Rafael 


X 


X 




Sausalito 


< 


X 




^ Shoreline Unified' 


X 


X 


X ■ 


Tamalpais Union 








UnionT Joint 

\ . ■ . 




■9 ■ • 
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Analysis of Costs 

The approach used to analyze costs was' twofold. 
Transportation expenditures were analyzed and compared with the 
level of service to indicate cost effectiveness. State reimbursement 
procedures were briefly examined to determine the relative value 
of state aid. 

Transportation Expenditures: School district expenditures 
for transportation were analyzed to determine the full cost of 
operating and administering school transportation. Thes.e^ 
expenditures were pre /iously reported in Table 13, page 56 , itemized 
as follows: . (1) gas, oil, and lubrication, (Z) tires and tulDes, (3) parts 
and equipment, (4) maintenance, J 5) insurance, (6) administrativip w 
personnel, (7) maintenance personnel, and (8) drivers. . ^ '\ 

Other e'xpenditur es such as special contractual arrangements 

were added to develop a total cost of transportation, as shown in 

f • ■ ■ ' , 

Table Z3. 

, - ■■ * ■ * " * 

Capital costs were not included in this analysis, since 
'\ , * • 

* " ** 

vehicles are purchased as required and no allowance is made for 

• ^ 

capital depreciation. . *• • - ^ 
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TABLE 23 
TOTAL TRANSPORTATION COSTS 



SCHOOL DISTRICT 


OPERATING 


PERSONNEL 


OTHER 


TOTAL 
COST 


Bolinas-Stinson 


3;715 


9,632' 




13,347 


Dixie 


"6,416 


38,000 




44,416 


Fairfax 


DNA 


DNA 




20,587 


Kentfield 


DNA , 


DNA 




12,900 


Lagunitas 


7,893 


17,971 




25,864 


Larkspur 








21,812 


Marin County Schools 


49,956 


242,485 • 




292,441 


Mill Valley 


34,568 


71,553 


3,2833 


109,404 


Nova to Unified 


-^^6,026 


135,286 




181,312 


Reed Union 








45,47*6 


San Anse^^mo 


3,798 


15,130 




18,928 


San Rafael 


38,923 


152,290 




191,213 


Sausalito 


28,332 


28,588 




56,920 


Shoreline Unified 


50,836 


64,641 




115,477 


Tarnalpais Union 


1,000 


12>675 


79,196'* 


92,871 


TOTAL 


271,463 ^ 


788,251 

- - 


82,479 

' - 


1,242,962 



DNA - Does not apply ^ ^ ^ 

^ Includes fuel, lubricants, tires, tubes, maintenance; 
repairs . 

2 Includes drivers, mechanics, administrative staff-. 

3 Payment to private contractor for home -to -school, 
transportation. ' ^ 

4 Includes: $25,696 payment to Marin City Tr.ansit Co"."> 
$'35,000 to Marin County Transit District for home-to- 
school transportation; and $18,500 to private con- 
tractdrs for non-home-to-school transportation. c 
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Cost" effectiveness was measured by computipg a value 
of cost per mile and a value of cost per student per day. Cost per 
mile is based on the total miles of bus travel and the total expenditure 
for bus transportation. Cpst per student per day is based on home to 
school rnileage'and patronage data; These values are shown in« 
Table 24. . 

Cost per mile values ar'e widely varied among districts. 
The largest values, $3, 65 and $3. 20 are found in contracted 
services: Marin City Transit Service and Kentfield School District, 
respectively. High costs in these cases may be attributed to tlie 
terms of the service contract. For example, Kentfield negotiated 
a contract for the 1973-74 school year which billed the district for 
a minimum number of Hours and miles of, daily bus transportation, 

it 

However, Kentfield's transportation requir em ent was below the 
minimum terms of the contract and more money was spent for 
transportation than was actually necessary. 

Relative to district operated transportation, contracted 
service generally exhibited a higher degree of cost effectiveness, 
using as examples the figures, for Fairfax, Larkspur, and Reed. 
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Relative to public transit, tnost of these cost figures are low. 
Golden^ Gate Bridge, Highway, and Transportation District charges 
mileage at $. 65 for off peak servicecand $1. 63 for peak period s,ervice. 

Cost per stiddent values range from $. 31 per day to $4. 72. 
The high values, ' $4. 72. for Marin County Schools Office and $1. 04' for 
Marin City Transit Service, are attributable to the specialized nature 
'of these systems. These costs are generally lower than the 
equivalent cost of public transportation, using a rate of $. 70 per 
day for two trips on GGBHTD. 

A breakdown of costs' per mile by budget categories is shown 

in Table 25. 

: & ' ' , ■ . • 

Drivers account for the largest share of costs, ranging 

(> ' • ** 

'from a value of $. 37 per mile for the Marin County Schools Office 

to a value of $. 92 per mile for San Ansej^mo School District. Most 

of this variation is attributable to wage rate. However, some 

variation is attributable to the operating efficiency of the transportation 

system and thje method by which driveijs are paid. For example, 

-the Bolinas^Stinson Union School District schedules runs with a 

minimum of layover or nonproductive time, and drivers are paid^ 

on a split shift ba,5is. " * 
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Fuel and lubrication costs exhibit greater variation than 
can be attributed to diffe.rences in terrain and operating methods.. 
Other factors may be vehicle condition and^fuel costs. 

Maintenance and repair costs for most school districts 
are between $. 20 and $. 50 per mile. Typically, the larger 
transportation systems maintaining their ov/n vehicles have the 
lowest maintenance cost per mile. H'cwever, smaller systems 
contracting for repair and maintenance, such as Lagunitas School 
District, also exhibit a low cost per mile. ^ 

" Transportation Reimbursement : The Galif or nia State 
Department qf Education reimburses school districts for expenses 
incurred in home to school transportation according to a formula 
based on the following factors; ' ' ' • . 

(1) Proportion of transportation expense incurred 

in non home to school transportation; 

t ■ 

(2) School district asses^sed valuation; 

(3) " Median transportatiom^.expenditures statewide; and 

(4) Deductions for income receiv,ed. 
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The first category is a minor component in the computation 

c 

of State reimbursement and one.that school districts can control. 
The second and third categories are of major importance because 
they are both noncontr ollable arid directly affect the' amount of 
reimbursement a school district can receive. 

Legislation has been introduced at the state, level to provide 
a more equitable approach. to funding education under the r eqiiir emen^:s 
of the California Supreme Court decision based on the Serrano vs. - 
Priest Case. Bills pending before the legislature have provisions 
for changing the procedures by which state aid,.is provided for school 
trans-portation. Other legislation has been introduced specifically to 
provide more state ass.istan.ce for'^chool transportation. Assembly 

■ : - ' T . 

Bill 1346 would change the percentage of assessed valuation assigned 

as a basic school district transportation cost. 

^" ' < ' ■ ■ ■ * 

Under existing procefdurfes, a school district is responsible 

for all transportation expenses incurred up to a percentage amount 

«... ^. 

of the .assessed valuation of the district: TVs rate, is . 0002 percent 
for elementary school districts and . 0003 percent for unified school 
districts. The amount provided by these tax rates is shown in Table 26 
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"Above this base amount, the district is fesponsibl-e for a proportion 

of transportation .expenses, based on the difference between the 

transportation expense and the tax yield of higher tax rates. The 

transportation expense approved for each school district and the 

amount reimbursed by the state is sho>vn in Table 26, , . 

■ , - «• 

The figure s^demonstrate that no scho^ol district accrues 

a basic tax yield even appr oxihnating the amount spent for 

transportation. The difference between expenditures and ^ 

reimbursements leaves each district with a net expenditure that is 

still considerately higher than -the basic tax yield. 

State reimbursement procedures include a penalty for 
exceeding a basic level of expenditure computed on; average bus 
cost per day of use. The basic level is the median expenditure ■ 

0 

statewide plus a margin of 25 percent. School districts are allowed 
higher or lower expenditures based on th^ size of bus-es used and ^ 
the namber of hours per day each bus is'in use. This limit was 
exceeded during the 1973-74 year by Dixie, Kentfie.ld, Lagunitas, 
San Rafael, and Shoreline School Districts j^_a^5Jio-W^n-i-n---Table'27. 
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8". CURRENT- TRANSIT UTILIZATION 

The purpose of tKis chapter was to identify transportation 
resources in Marin County that have potential for providing school 
transportation. Federal and state regulations were investigated to 
determine the restrictions that apply to the use of vehicles other 
than school buses for home to school transportation. Marin 
transportation services were ranked in terms of major or minor 
potential for school transportation. An analysis of operating 
characteristics, including routes, schedules, patronage, and cost, 
was conducted for transportation service with major potential for 
school transportation. • 

A review of federal and state school transportation regulations 

\ ■ ' ... • ' : . / - 

and an evaluation of Marin County transportation re source & is followed 
by an analysis of characteristics of Golden Gate Bridge, Highway, and 
Transportation-iDistrict, the only transportation service with major 
potential for providing school transportation. . * 



Trarisit Eligibility for Scho'ol Tr'ansportation 



The high degree of concern for piipil safety observed by the 
school bus industry and by school bus operators is explicitly defined 
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by a variety^of federal and state codes in terms of operating 

♦regulations for vehicles used to transport school children/ Major 

emphasis is placed on. structural characteristics and equipment of 

^xhdol bus vehicles, r " ' 

' * . ^ ^ • / " ■ - 

Not all transit vehicles meet these standards, and the " 

coiiiiitionls under which these standards are applied and enforced are 

of "major importance in evaluating the applical?ility of public transit 

to schbcSl bus operations. , The, conditions' under which vehicles for 

transporting school children may be used and Marin County transit 

operations in terms oi eligibility for school transportation-are 

discussed, y ^ . 

I 

Feder al and State Regulations 

Federal regulation^ on the provision of school transportation 
are contained in the National Highway Safety ^Program Standard No. 17. 

Vehicle identiAcation and equipment regulations were aroended 
in^l973 to permit public transit vehicles with Type I capacity (more 

A 



"^U. S. .Department:of Transportation, National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration. Pupil Transportation Safety , (Washington, D. C. : 
Government Printing Office, May 1973). 



than sixteen passengers) to be. used for home to school transportation. 
The new regulation eliminates the requirement that buses be paii]Lted 
yellow and black, and provides that signing mpy be limited to 
''school bus" signs at front and back when the bus is used exclusively 
in home to school transportation. The regula:ion is stated as follows: 

IV. B. Identification and equipment of school vehicles . 

2. > Typq I school vehicles that are operated 
by a privately or publicly owned local transit system, 
and used for regular common carrier transit' route 
'service as well as special school route service, shall 
meet all of the requirements of this standard, Except 
as follows: ^ 
t • . ■ 

a. Such vehicles peed not be painted 
yejlow and black as required by paragraphs 

1 (b) and 1 (c) of this section. ' 

. •■ • 1 

it*. . 

' '*r t ' ' / ■ ■ 

b. ^- In lieu of the requirements of 
paragraph 1 (a) of this section, such vehicles 

^ shall, while transporting children to and from ^ 

school, be equiptped with temporary signs, 
located c6nspicuously on the front^and back of 
the vehicle. The sign on the front shall have 
the words "School Bus" printed in black letter-s 
A not less^than 6 in high,, on a' background of i * 

national school bus glossy yellow, as specified 
in paragraph 1 (b) of this section. The sign on 
' ' thd reai*^ shall be at least 10 ft^ in size and shall 

be painted na'tional school bus glossy yellow, as 
specified in paragraph 1 (b) of this section, and 
' have- the words "Schopl Bus" printed in black 
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letters not less, than 8 in high. Both the 6 -in 
and 8-in letters shalL^be Series '*D" as specified 
in the Standard Alphabets Federal Highway 
Adnninistration, d 966. ' 

c. Where such vehicles are used only 
"in places where use of warning. signal lamps 
is prohibited, they need not be equipped with 
the 'signal lannps required by paragraph 1 (d) 
of this section. ' ' - / 



State regulations are contained in the California Aflministrative 
Code, Education Code, and Motor Vehicle Code. The vehicle code 
identifies vehicles thaf are exempted from the identification' and 
equipment regulations of school buses. S.ection 545 of the vehicle 
code reads as follows: " ^ 



545. Schoolbus. A "schoolbus" is any motor 
vehicle while being used for the transportation , of any 
school pupil at or be-low the 12th-grade level to and 
from a public or private school or to and from public 
or private school activities, except the following: 
c '* " . * 

' (a) A passenger vehicle designed for 
and when actually carrying not more than eight 
persons, including the driver. 

(b) A '9-passenger or 10-passenger 
station wagon when used for the transportation 
of not more than eight pupils and the driver, 
other thanNthe regular tra^nsportatiqn of pupils 
to and from\, public or private school or the 
transportation\of mentally retarded or physically 
; handicapped pupils. 
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(c) A mptor vehicle of any type 
carrying only members of the household of the 
o'svner thereof. >. ' 

(d) A motor vehicle operated by a 
common carrier, or by and under the exclusive 
jurisdiction of a publicly owned transit system, 
on scheduled* runs but not used exclusively for 
the transportation of school. pupils. 

(e) A.motor vehicle operated by a 
common carrier, or by and under the exclusive 

Jurisdiction of a publrcly owned transit systerh,"- 
or by a passenger charter-party carrier arid 
used under a contractual agreement to transport 
pupils to and from school activities but not used 
regularly to transport pupils to and from a public 
or private school. , 



These regulations recognize two situations in which ^pupils 
may be transported between home and school in non scliool bus 
vehicles. Paragraph (d) provides for the operation of regularly 

'At 

equipped transit vehicles for home to school transportation on the 
condition that such transportation is provided in conjunction with , , 
regularly scheduled service. Special equipment is nbt required,^ 
and no minimum size requirement is observed. 



California Department of J^otor Vehicles, Code Section 545, 
'^Schoolbus^' , (Sacramento:^ California State Senate, amended 

January 1, 1975), p. 31. ' , -'^ 
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, . • Paragraph (a) excepts eight passenger vehicles from the, 
sch{:)ol bus regulations, providing that not'more than eight passengers 
are carried. 

Paragraph (b) prohibits the use' of nine and ten passenger 
vehicles for regular home to school transportation. Larger vehicles, 
up to sixteen passengers, although not explicitly covered by^ Section 
545 are included under the designation of Class 11 school buses vyhen 
regularly used for hpnne to school transportation. 

^ 0 

Marin County Tr ansit District Operations 

Marin County has a wide assortment of transportation 
services, ranging from a public transit system vyith general 
coverage\of the urbanized eastern county, to categorical systems 
providing specializled transportation on a nonprofit basis. ^ Eacji of ' 
these services' contributes to the mobility of the county^s population. 
However, each>does not have equal capability of providing transp'dr tati 
-for the school population. A three point checklist was devised to 

determine which operations have majbr potential for school 

J" - - ■ ^ . . ' * 

trarisportation. The checklist included the following 'items: 
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% r . . 

Common Carrier or Public. Transit Status : Federal and 

state^ codes require that non school bus vehicles used in horre to 

school .transportatioxLjTiust be classifiejd in either of these categories. 

Existing Service Network: Federal and state codes also 
require that home to school transportation can only be provided 
hy a common carrier or public transit as payt of scheduled service. 
On a practical basis, the service^ network must include coverage of, 
schools, ' 

Equipment Availability : " Only those operator's with equipment^ 
and drivers available for expanded service are eligible. 

Satisfaction of all three checklist criteria is required to - 

determine major potential for home to school transportatian,. Key 

/ ■ ■ ' 

s 

transportation services in Marin County were researched and ranked 
by the checklist criteria. The ranking^a^nd characteristics of.^ach 



service are presented here. 
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Common Existing 

Carrier / Route Equipment 

Ope rator Public Transit Structure Availability 

^Golden Gate Bridge, 
^Highway, and 

Transportation District X X " X 

Marin City Transit X X 

» 

Whistle stop Wheels ^ X X 



Traveler's Transit X , X 

Airpqrt Lirrjousine ' 
Servi(je ^ v X X. 

Synanon , ' 

Guide Dogs 'for the Blind 

c, ■ ^ 

Golden Gate Bridge, Highway, and Transportation District 

' . ■* ' , 

is the only transportation operation in Marin County with'majort 

potential for providing home^to school transportation. 

' uolden Gate Bridge, Highway, arid Tr" nsporta^'tion District 
is -the local public transit operator in Marin County and maintains a 
network of routes that places transit service within reach'of 45 percent 
of Marin households. , Good ser^ce is available to schools located near 



major arterial' roadW in the eastern portion of the county. ^ Thirty-four 
buses operate regularly scheduled local service and another fourteen 
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provide special service for high schools on school days. In addition, 
GGBHTD^has equipment resources to increase th^ level of service if ' , 
rider ship and subsidies are available. " 

Marin City Transit is a private cpnnnnon carrier providing 
regularly scheduled transportation to Tannalpais Union High School 
District students living in Marin City. Marin City T?ransit currently 
•functions as a home to school transportation operation, except for 
minor charter bus servioe. Routes are located to provide optimum 
service to' Tamalpais and" Redwood Hign Schools and no public 
passengers/"are accepted. If Marin City Transit were to expand 
home to school transportation strictly within the guidelines of 
section 545 of the s tate'^'motor vehicle code, service to- the general 
public would have to be included on existing routes. Vehicles operated 
by Marin City transit are iorty-seven passenger transit coaches. 

Whis.tle Stop Wheels is.the^name given to a group of 
tr^.nsportatioh services operated on a.nonprpfit basis by the Marin 
Senior Coordinating Council and the Volunteer Bureau of Marin. 
Major' functions are to provide shopping and rec'r eational transportation 
to Marin County senior citizens and medical transportation to persons • 
without alternative means of travel. 



137 



ERIC 



: • . 121 

Whistle Stop Wheels is not a common carrier and does not 
^provide scheduled transportation services to the general public. 
Eleven vehicles are operated but none are equipped as a school bus. 
The operation could furnish transportation for ^school activities. 
IJadio dispatching permits efficient scheduling of equipment. However, 
regular hocne tc^ school transportation is hot, possible under the 
provision of section 545 of the motor vehicle code. 

" ^ ■ ^ : ; ' 

Traveler's Transit is a public-transportation, service operating 
between San Rafael and Richmond. Twelve round trips are scheduled 
on weekdays. Traveler's Transit is eager to expand the service it 
provides to the public. However, the potential for home tp school 
transportation is limited by the type of equipment and route locatioh. 
Buses are.maxi vans and are not equipped a,s school buses, although 
they could qualify for school service as transit vehicles. HoM^ever, 
the route coverage is limited in the San Rafael area and would therefore 
not provide, service to a large number of schools. This fact limits 
the potential of Traveler's Transit for home to school transportation. 

The Airport Limousine Service furnishes public transportation 
to San Francisco "Airport from Greenbrae. Eight round trips are 
scheduled daily. A variety of vehicles are operated depending on 

138 ■ 



demand, including a statior^ vagon, three twelve passenger;' vans , 
and a twenty-four passenger school bus. The school bus 'could be 
used for school transportation if equipment standards were met. 

However, the remaining vehicles would qualify for school service 

• ' '» . ' ' , 

only if they were to furnish scheduled service on an established/^ 

route. Although these conditions are met, Jthe, existing route 

str,ucture A;vith point to point destinations does not provide good 

coverage of schools or the school population. Like Traveler's 

Transit, Airport Limousine Service is of limited value for regular 

home to school transportation as .presently or ganized, 

Synanorf, Inc. , operates several buses for its own use at 
the Synanon headquarters in Marshall. In addition, service is 
contracted to the National Park Service to provide transportation 
for Point Reyes National Park summer visitors between par^c 
headquarters and the PoiAt Reyes seashore. Vehicles for this serv 
two sixteen passenger buses, are potentially available for school 
transportcktion needs during the' school year. However, the isame 

■9 . ■'■ J w 

conditions apply to these -buses as to other transit vehicles. Unless 
school transportation is furnisljed in conjunction with a regularly 

ischeduled commoTi -car rier service, vehicles must be equipped as 

t 
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school buses.- Neither ^of these conditions pertains at the present 

time. « 

' ' . . ''['■-" 

Guide Dogsior the Blind \jses two' sixteen passenger buses 
for transportaing blind students to San Rafael and San Francisco.- 
The bu'ses are modified to accommodate eight students with their 
dogs. Guide Dogs for the Blind uses this equipment on an irregular 
schedule and is not currently in a position to furnish transportation 
beyond it6 own needs. . ' 

Golden Gate Bridge, Highway, and Transportation District" 
t « 

--' •■ V ... " r' 

The Golden Gate Bridge District was reconstituted in 
1971 as the Golden Gate Bridge, Highway, and Tx'ansportation District 
by an action of the state legislature to give it more ^latitude in the area 
of transportation than the original charter allowed. The objective of 
the legislative action WcLs to'coordinate the operations and planning of 

c ' ^ • 

the three transportation modes (auto> bus, and ferry) providing access 
between San Francis'co and the'northern peninsula. The legislation' 
authorized the establishment of a public mass transportation system 
to provide an alternative to the automobile as a means of travel in 
the Golden Gate transportation corridor. The GGBHTD system was 
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' ■.. . ■• ■ " ' ' 

developed to provide transbay service to San Francisco fronn ''Marin - , 

and Sonoma counties. ' ' 

>s • * 

• The GGBHTD furnishes transit service to Marin Couiity . 
under a special agreennent that gives the county control over the 
level of .service proTvided on local GGBHTD routes. The agreement 
establishes that bus routes beginning and ending in Marin County 
are under the authority of the Marin County Transit District (MCTD). 
The MCTD advises GGBHTD on route locations, schedules, and hours 
of operation and retains the right to make changes in the service on 
a quarterly basis. In return, MCTD subsidize55 the cost of operating* 
local routes. The difference between local fare box receipts and the 
cost of local operation is paid to GGBHTD on a quarterly basis. 

.1 

Local routes include: five routes providing regularly 

sche^duled daij^y service (1, 5, 21,' 23, 27) and five routes primarily 

■ V ' ' ' • 

serving the Tamalpais Union High School District and operating 
school days onlyj(41, 43, 45, 47,' 49). In addition to these routes, 
three transbay routes to San Francisco (fO, 20„ 50) provide substantial " 
-service for local patrons, although they are not officially designated 
as local routes. ^ , . ' " ^ - 

v ■ . ■ * ' . ' 

^ * u 

■ . : .141 • • 
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The local routfe network provides coverage to tfee eastern 
portion of Marin County. The western portion of the co^iity is 
served only by school routes offering limited school day service. 

• * . ' ^' ' ■ vrt\ " • ^ ^ 

Additional routes are planne'dlin the future to provide coverage in 

' . It \j ' * 
the western .portion of the Boi;nty and to increase coverage in the 

eastern portion. * 



Local route coverage is shown in Figures 1, 2, and 3. 

.Local Marin County tr.ansit is primarily a^weekday operation. 
Only one route Route 23 operates seven days a w^ek. Hours of 
operation vary from a minimum service day;of 9:00 a. m.. to 4:00 p. m. 
on routes 21 and 27 to a maximum service day of 6:00 a. m, to 2:06 a. m. 

on Route 23., Buses operate at thirty to sixty minute headways, giving 

• . * 

a frequency of service of one to two buses per hour. ^ 

Schedules for school routes 41, 43, 45, 47, and 49 are based 
on school starting and dismissal times and direction of travel. Service 
is concentrated around the 7:00 to 8:00 a.m. period and the 2:00 to 4:00 
p.m. period. Service is more frequent in the school bound direction 
of travel in the p. m. period. No service i,s available during midday 
periods on school routes. * 
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Hours of operation and headways between buses are shown 
■ ' ' * ■ 

for regularly scheduled local routes in Table 28. 

Daily patronage totals from Marjn.local transit service 

are shown in Table- 29. These figures include local transit patrons, 

* 

an4 exclude transbay patrons using local routes. 

Variation in patronage betvv'een most and least patronized 
routes is attributable to operating schedules and route location. 
Routes wit'&'the least patronage, youtes 21 and 27, have comparatively 

^ C .V 

Q • \ . ^ 

■ •» • • - ■' 

long headways (sixty minutes) and operate^ in the midday period only, 
from 9:00 a, m, to 4:00 p, m. Both routes provide considerable 
coverage of neighborhood areas away from major'thproughfares, * 
On major thoroughfares, these routes compete with routes that have 
more frequen=t service.,-' ' p 

All locat routes provide some coverage of major thorough- 

■ ■■ - 

fares where a significant portion of local trips are made". Route 1, 

"the mbst patronized local r.oute, captures a. high portion of local . 

trips due to the service it provides in the Highway IQl corridor,* 

including major thoroughfares in Mill Valley, Novato, and the 

Ross Valley, . ' * . " . 

f ' ' ' K 

. . » ■ . 
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TABLE^29 

■MARIlNl 'C'DUNTY LOCAl'tRANSIT PATRONAGE 

• " ^ ^ -^---^Y t^iavEl period ■ • - 

~^--Ma_y 197 5 



ROUTE 


AM PEAK PERIOD 
7:00-9:00 AM 


MIDE^y 
9:00 AM-?: 00 PM 


PM PEAK PERIOD 
4:00-6:00 PM 


DAILY 
TOTAL* 


1 


724 


1.277 ' ' 


715 . 


2745 


5/10 


225 


ie46' '\ ' 


' 125 


1081 


20 


244 


- 440 


' 366 > 


1178 


21 


68 
342 


, 266 . 


51 


385 


23 . 


832 


3^8 


1688 


27 ' 


17 


,211 


^ 78 


406 


50 


221 

* . - " ' 

- i ' — — — — 


.1* 281 


249 


872 


TOTAL 


1841 


3953 


1932 . 


8355 



^Includes evening service on routes 10, 20, 23, and 50. 



Data on user characteristics was obtained from a survey 
of.GGBHTD patrons in May 1973., 'the most recent month for which 
compiled survey information w^-s availa^^le. No significant changes 

in service area' or schedules have been made in the interim period 

> . * ... {) 

'« "* * ' 

that 'Would substantially alter- these characteristics.'' However, 
change.s in gasoline price and availability and inflation pnay have 
encouraged Marin residents to use transit for local trips. Hence, 
the data must be regarded as only an approximate profile of the 
current transit user. 

User characteristics are summarized in Table 30. The 
following finding's were dr"a\^n from a report prepared by the MCTD. 

1. * Trip Purpose: The largest group of riders is 
students, ,as shown by the percentage distribution of trips by purpose 
The predominant destination of these trips i*s the College of Ma.rin 
in' Kentfield'. Other s-tudent trips are generated by other colleges 
and by high schools. ^ ' ■ ^ 



6 



\ 



-^^Mid-iProj.e^ct Report on the Ipterim Capital Improvement Program, 
S^n Rafael, California, August 1973. 
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TABLE 30 

MA^RIN COUNTY LOCAL TRANSIT 
RIDERSHIP CHARACTERISTICS 
\(Survey \Conducted May 1973) 



Trip Purpose \ \ 

> ' , Schpol * / \ 

Work • . <r ' 

- -^ Shopping - L \ 

Other/No Response . ^ \ 



Auto Availability as a Substitute \for Transit Trip 



Auto was Available 
Auto was not Available 

Access to Bus Stop ^* 
Mode 
Walk 
Car 

• ^ Other Bus 

Other/No Response 

Egress "from Bus Stop 
Mode J 
j' .Walk - ' ' 

^ ■■ car . / 
Other Bus / 
Other/No Resp-^^ J^e ; 



/ • ■ • 

Soureet * Mid-Project/Report, Marin County Transit District 
Interim Capital Improvement Program^, » August 197^ 
San' Rafael, California,' 
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2. / Auto Availability: Gne-third of the users had 
cars available whic hihev chose to leave'at home. This situation is 

*> : ' , ■ 

explained by 'the difficult parking situation at the College of Marin 

.. ■ . 

where many of the locaj transit trips are made. 

3. *' - Access Modes: Walking was the predominant^mode 
for getting to and from bus stops. Relatively few people used a car 
to get to a bus stop (16 percent) and fewer used a car to get to their 
destination from the bus (4 percent). However 10 percent of riders 
used a bus as the access mode, indicating trhat transfers are used 
between routes. 

The average operating cost of GGBHTD buses for the six 

month per ibd' between July and December 1974. was $1. 36 per mile. 

This is comprised of the folic wing cost components : 

t * ^ . / / ■ • ' ^ . 

$ . 20 - Maintenance (irxcludes : maintenance, administrative 
^ personnel; depreciation on buildings; maintenance 
and repair of buildings. ) 
. 79 - Wages (includes fringe benefits) 
. 08 - Fuel and Lubrication 
- . 01 - Tires and Tubes 
; \ . 04 - Insurance . 

. 22 - Planning and Administration 
. 04 r Depreciation of coaches and fare boxes 
$1. 36 ' 
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These costs are computed for the overall GGBHTD operation, 
based on information supplied in the 1974 budget. Local transit service 
may .have a slightly higher , operating cost than the average because of 

■ / . ' ' ' ■ 

■' . • .'■ • V ■ 

the number of stops made and the higher depreciation of. vehicles, 

Transbay service may be slightly lov^er in average cost because of 

• * ^ 

fewer stops. j 

Go?Lden Gate'Bridge, Highway, and Transportation Disvtrict 
drivers' wages are negotiated unc^er union contract. Hourly wages 
? currently range from $6, 57 to $6, 77, excluding fringe benefits. 
Fringe benefits increase base wages by 25 percent. Which wage 
rate a^driver receives is based on whether he is temporary or 
permanent. The wage contract contains escalator clauses designed 
to'adjust GG^HTp wage rates to changes in the consumer price 
index and to wage rates of other transit operators in the bay area. 
Wage rates increased $. 06 an hour in July 1975, ^ 

The GGBHTD wage rate is based on a minimum dight hour 
day. Drivers working less ,tlian an. eight hour day are paid for the . 
full day; Drivers working more than an eight hour day are paid an 
overtime wage rate: 
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The cost of local transit serv,ice in Marin County is 
calculated from a formula that has two basic factor s : average 
distance traveled per passenger, and operating cost per mile. 

I The average distance traveled byveach passenger is . * 
deriviji from periodic rider ship surveys (such as the on board 
rider ship survey in IS^y 197 3) that obta.in on and ojff locations for 
each passenger. Operating costs per milu are divided into peak 
and off peak operating costs. Route miles traveled in the peak >\ 
. travel times between 7 :00 a. m. and 9:00 a. m. "^and between 4:00 p. m., 
.and 6:00 p. m. are charged at the rate of $]L. 63 per mile. Route 
miles traveled during the midday, early morning and late evening . 
hours are charged at the fate qf $. 65 per mile. The cost of local 
transit service is determined by multiplying the number of riders by 
the average distance traveled to produce passenger mile's. The 
proportion of local pa'fesenger miles to total passenger miles is 
then multiplied by total mileage and by average cost per mile to 
derive total cost. The cost of local transit service in thecl974-75 
fiscal year under the GGBHTD formula was ^1, 700, 000. This 
figure includes local passengers on local routes and local passengers 
on transbay routes, distributed as follows: 
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Local passengers on 
local routes ' $1', 000, 000 

Local passengers on : 
transbay routes ' . ^ 700,000 

Ia . ' - . , 

$1, 700, 000 „ - '• . 

A preliminary analysis of local GGBHTri" routes AA^as made ■* 
to determine the potential of public transit to serve home to school 
travel needs now provided by sghool districts. A tvvo part approach 
was used in this analysis.. Bus schedules and school schedules were 
compared to establish the frequency of bus service . at school 
locations. Patronage figures were examined to determine which ^ 
buses on each route' operate at capacity or near capacity. Neither ' 
of these steps was intended to be an exhaustive analysis of GGBHTD 
service. Information was obtained to provide a preliminary framework 
for developing alternatives for school transportation* 

The freg^uency of bli^s service, schools selected for analysis, 
bus routes, schedule analysis, findings, and bus capacity are as 
f pllo w s : ^ 

Schools were selected within walking distance of GGBHTD 
routes. Walking distances were based on criteria established by 
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' ' fc ' 

th^ state school transportation reimbursement policy for the 
maximum distance a student should be expected to walk to school 
without transportation. Acceptable distances between public transit 
routes and schools should not exceed these distances and should 
preferably be somewhat less because of the possibility that 
students might have to walk at both ends of the bus trip. These 
dista^nces were, established as one quarter mile for elementary schpol 
students and junior high school students, and one half mile for high 
school students, 

* Emphasis was placed on school districts where a sufficiently 
large number of schools could be served by i>ublic transit to make 
possible the development of a home to school transportation program 
based on public transit. School districts not having a majority of 
schools within walking distance of public transit routes were not 
analyzed at this stage. The following districts Avere included: 
Fairfax, Kentfield, Larkspur, Reed Union, San Anselmo', San Rafael, 

and Sausalito, 

.. t ■ • 

w ' 

Air local Marin County routes were analyzed, including the 
special school day only routes serving the Tamalpais Union High 

P 

inn 



School District. Commute routes were not included in this first 

• ■ ■ {, 

pas§ analysis .because of the limited capacity and lack of available 

service in the afternoon. 

No provision was made for the geographic cove^rage of 
routes adjacent to each school. In each case, some proportion of 
pupils will not be conveniently accessible to transit routes at the 
home end of the home to school trip. Howevei' this fact was not 
accepted as a constraint for "purposes of analysis at this stage. 

Principal, starting arid dismissal tirpes for schools were 
identified, excluding rpidday split sessions and special day schedules. 
Bus schedules were examined to determine the number of bus arrivals 
in either direction of travel at school starting and dismissal times. 
Buses arriving within a thirty minute period before starting times 
and within a thirty rijinute period after dismissal times were^ 
considered to provide an accep'^table level of service for home to 
school travel. , A summary of school starting and, dismissal times 
and scheduled bus arrivals is contained in Table 31. 

Scheduled public, transit service is available to approximately 
■i ' - ■ . • • ' • 

two- thirds of the schools include*d in the analysis. Nearly 25 percent 
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goi2.den gate bridge. highway, and - 
tbansporta'tion district service to selected schools 



SCHOOL DISTRICT 



PUBLIC 

TRANSIT AVAIIA8LB 
(Hout* Nu»b«r) 



SaiOOL STARTING, 
DISMISSAL TIKES 



BUS ARRIVAL TIHES 

NORTHBOUND SOemiUOUND 
EASTOOUND WLSTPOtlND 



Larkspur 



Whit« Hill' 



Adelin* Kent 



Anthony Baclch 



Henr^^ Hall 



L*rk5pur'-Cort« 



N«il C\iMiins 



San Claoenta 



23, 49 
22, A9 

20, I, A9, 47 

21, 1, 49 

1, 20, 21 
, I, 20 



9t00 

3:15 



Bi30, 9t30. 

1:50, 2:30 



i:30 

2:45, 3:0i 



8:30 
2:45 



8:30 
2:45 



i:45 

3:00 



i:45 

3:00 



i:40 

3:00 



8:45 

3:00 



B:S4 (23) 
3:22 (49) 

i:00, 9:00 (23) 8:22; 9i22 <23) 



8:05 (20, 49) ^ 
f7:59 (1) 
3:05, 3:35 (20) 
3i33 (47) ^ 
2:49, 3i29 (1) 

8:01. (1) 
6:08 (49) 

2:5i (1) 

8:10 (49) 
2i54 <1) 



8:20 ()., 20) 
3:20 (1, 20) 



8:18 (1, 20) 

3:18. (1, 20) 



8:18 (1, 20) 
3:18 (1, 20) 



6:21 (20, I) 
6:24 (47) 

2:51, 3i2l (20, I) . 
3:21 (47) 



8:19 (I) 
8:22 (47) 
2i49, 3:19 (1) 



2:58 (21) 

3:1( (I) 

8-30 (1, 20) 

3:30 (1* 20) 

3:18 (21) 

8:32 (1, 20) 

3i32 (i, ^0) 

8:32 (i; 20) 

3:32 (1, 20) 

8:26 (21) 



San Anaal«o 



Reedland Woods 

D«l Mar 
Belvedare 

Sleepy Hollow 
Hidden Vallay 
Brooks idfi 
Red Hill 



5, 10, 45 

5, 10, 45 

5, 10, 45 

27 



8:45 

3:1S 



6:30 
3 J 00 



:45 

^:00 



8:55 

2:00, 3:10 



8:45- 
3:13 



B:55 

2100, 3:10 



23, 27, 49 



8:40 
3:10 



8:23 (5) 

3:28 (45) 

8i25 (5) 

8:30 (5) 

3:44 (27) 

3:49 (27) 

BilO (23) 

3:40 (23) 



8:30, 8133 (45) 

6:35 (10) 
3:38 (5).- 

8i26 (45) 0 



6:30 (10) 
8:23 '(45) 



8s26 (27) 
8:30 (27) 
8:25 (27) 



8:22 (27) 
8:10 (23) 



San Rafael 



Sante Venetie 



23, 27 



Junes 8. Davidson 21 



Laurel Dell 



S.in R^iTnol Hi.ih 21, 27 



Kirtln Luthrr King 57 10, 20 



S, to, 20 .. 



B:30 

2:00, 2:30 



8:30 
2 : 50 ,r 



6:30 

2:00, 2:30 



.8:30 
2:00, 2:30 



8:34 
2:00 



9:00 
3t20 



8:30 

2:00, 2:30 



B9lO 
2:20 



2:40, 3:20 
M: U), «:Jn 
lilO, 2 1 30 



2:23 (21) 



3:23 (21) 



B:17 (23) 8:05 (23) 

8:20 (27) 
2:17, 2:47 (23) 2t05, 2:35 (23) 
2:0*^, 3:02 (27) 2:17 (27) 



2:39 (21) 
2:15 (27) 



2:26 (21) 

3:24 (21) 

2:2( (21) 

2:40 (27) 



2:35 (21) 
2:05 (27) 



3t50 (21).. 
2:52 (2ir 
2:40 (27) 



6j10 {5, 10) 8:40 (10) 

Bi-yO (10) 

8i03, 'JtOJ (20)^ 8:17, 8:46 (20) 
"3:08, 3:38 (lO) 3:05, 3:40 (10) 
3i50 (5) 

H:U) (5, 10) "J:10 (10) 

9tl0 (10) 8tl7, 9117 (20) 

ei03, 9i03 (20) 

lt38, 2:38 (10) 1)40, 2i40 (20) 
ZtOO. 3:00 (20) 
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^of these schools have full transit service and 40 percent have partial: 
'transit service; Full service is considered to exist when buses are 



scheduled to arrive in each direction for all star|:ing and dismissal 
times in the sehool schedules. Partial service is^ defined as bus 
service from only one direction, or at only one time during the day 
(such as morning or afternoon). \ « ^ 



Given the results of this analysis, public triansit appear s 

to have the highest potential for Kentfield, Larkspur) and Sausalito 

School Districts. Each of these school districts has a high proportion 

of schools served by existing transit routes and schedules. Other 

school districts have high transit service in one school, location and „ 

low transit service at another location. This indicates that existing 

transit and school "schedules are not sufficiently compatible to enable 

public transit to conveniently transport pupils. However^^, the potential 

exists for restructurirxg ccheduleb to provide greater compatibility 

• . ' « \ ^ ■ 

and more convenient access to transit. / , \ ■ 

, ' \ 

Limited seat availability is a potential constraint in 
accommodating students on the existing ^public transit syste^p. 
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Normally seat availability is determined by measuring- the volume ^ 
of riders on the bus' at pealc load locations. Howevef, data on peak 
loads' during periods of home to school travel were not available. 
An- alternate method was therefore devised tQ^accomplish this task. 

• In the absence of peak load data, trip patronage was used 
as an indication of seat availability. Bus trips with local patronage^- 
totals exceeding the capacity of the bus were identified for each / 
route. GGBHTD buses have a capacity of forty-five^ passengers. 
Trips with morp than forty-five local passengers would expe:rience 
a combination of two situations: patroilage during the trip would 
remain relatively constant if passengers boarded and exited 
regularly; or the bus would be filled to capacity. Given the latter 
of these two situations, trip volumes exceeding fifty passengers were 
assumed to be an indicator of low seat availability. 

Bus trips made during periods of high home to school travel 
activity which t:^aiisport more than fifty local passengers are listed^ 
in Table 32. Times given are the arrival time of each bus trip at 
its final destination. For southbound runs on transbay •routes 10, 
20, and 50, these times are San Francisco arrival times. The list 
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TABLE 32 


■' ■ 




J. • ' 


PEAK PATRONAGE 
" , TRANSIT TRIPS 




ROUTE 


DIRECTION 
OF TRAVEL 


LOCAL TRIPS WITH MORE THAN 
AM Arrivals * 


50 LOCAL PATRONS 
PM Arrivals * 


1 


Southbound 


8:20 
— 8:40 
9:10 
9:40 


, 1:40 ; 
• 2:10 
'3:23 
4:20 

4:50 , - 




northbound 

.. - 


8:25 / 
8 : 5,4 

1 


1:25 
1 : D / 
/ ^ 2:24 

z : dh ^ 
3:24 
4 : Ub 
4:58 


5 


Northbcrlfnd 


8:37 




10 


Northbound 




3:52 


\20 




t) ■ 




21 


Southbound 


<* 


2:32 
3:33 - , 


23 


Southbound 
Northbound 


\- 

- 8 : 09 ' ' 
8:39 
J : ,) y 
8:24 
8:54 


3:10 

2:24 
2:55 
4:24 


27 


Northbound 




3:37 


50 


Southbound 


9:'b2 
9:52 


4 : 55 



*Ar!rival time at route terminus 
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of runs for transbay routes is conservative be'^gause transbay 
pafssengers are not included. ' '\ . . 

The time listings in Table 32 indicate a considerable 

/number of bus trips with high patronage, particularly\<iuring periods 

\ 

of school starting^and dismissal times. Closer scrutinj^ of pe^k 

load characteristics of these trips is necessary to determine if 

\ 

\ 

sufficient capacity is available to transport school children., 



A. 



IGl 



- \ 
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9. TRANSIT NEEDS ANALYSIS ^ 

0 ^ 

This section documents the work conducted , by JHK arid 
Associa-tes consultant firm. The purpose was to perform an analysis 

• 8 ' 

"of transit needs in Marin County/ exclusive of t^ie transportation 
needs of school districts. The analysis was directed at identifying 
transit needs of both the general population and specific population 
sectors.' . 

General Transit Needs . . ' ^ ' 

^ . 

Two approaches were explored to determine the most 
effective way to obtain data on transit needs. 

One approach was to use a tra^vei demand mode), developed 
for the Marin'County Balanced Transportation Program (BALTRAN) 
study to (!etermine the demand for transit of the general population. 
(See Appendi:^ VII. ) • ' 

Jhe seconcj approach was to map areas of transit need'in 
the county and use a graphic overlay process to determine where * 

growth in transit demand could be expected to occur. In conjunction 

' . ' * ' >. ♦ 

with this approach, responses from a February 197;5 transit 
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ridei'ship survey would bemused to demonstrate the travel needs of 
the existing transit user. • 



' Xhe BALTRAN model is a General travel demand model 

^not sRjScifically designed to generate transit.jdemal'nd figures. 

^Although the mc del is useful on a regional, scale of'analysis, it is 

not sensitive tp travel demand factors at the level of detail of. 

. / ' - ^ ' . 

• ,«>.■» 
specific links in, the highway network. In addition, considerable; ^ 

data pnrocessing is required'to generate noticeable results. 



Use of overly mapping was found to be the more desirable 
o'f the two alternatives. Data on transit activity generator s . was " . 
readily available from the Malrin County Transit £)istrict and the 
availability of on board survey data. enabled user needs to be known 
witho\jt the development of a costd^ survey. 'The results of the 
overlay mapping closely paYalle.ls work conducted by the Marin ^ 
County Transit District in preparation of the Local Transit 
Development' Program in 1974. ^ ^ • - 

Mapping of Transit Ne,ed Indicators > . 

High t.ransit usage is typically associated with high 

t> ■ 

population density, high employment density, a concentration of 

\ ■ ^ ■ ' . " 

\ • ■ ■ ■ ■ ^ ■ 



\ ■ , ■ ■ 

low income population, and institutional activity generators such 
* ^ 

as schools, hospitals, and government facilities. Where' these 

t. ■ • 

factor s* occur individually or together in major activity centers, 

•-a potential need fojr transit can be assumed to exist. 

• , • • , . . • ■ . / . 

Densities of dwelling units and employm'ent for 1972 were 

' '.v ■ . • . ' - • - ■ L 

:ybtained from tr.affic zone data gathered^for the BALTRAN study. 
This data was graphically repre,sented ort a detailed street map of 



the 'county, using the street pattern^ to ens'ure that arpas of 
different density 'were accurately defined. Overlay? showing low ^ 
-incoilie areas, hospitals, -colleges, and junior and senior'high 
s^chools wer'e prepared. An additional overla^y of projected 1985 
population density was made to sho^X/ areas in which transit needv 
^-buld be expected to incre^ase in the future.^ ^ - . ^ 

Rural portions of Marin ''County were found to, have a. 
genetically low, density' of "dwelling janits and employment and these ' 
'are not included qif the, rtiap. A value of-three dwelling units per ^ 
''^'Cre was used as then thre shhold level' of transit "potential, and the 
result was.that^areas of concentration are cbrifined to the more' ^/ 
densely settled -eastern -portion of Mann County. • - • 

." " ' ■ - ; . ' ^ '■ J - 
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■ The existing transit system and proposed future additions 
to the route network were overlayed on mapped data to show areas 
where transit currently exi,sts and is expected to exist in the future. 
Coverage of the transit system was defined as a distance of one 
qi^?>,r^<^-^ rnne^p,e4.fc.H^g--^i-f4re-nf-^^ an accepted standard of 
walking, distance. Areas beyond the quarter mile distance were 
considered to have a potential need for transit and were identified 
as such. 

Summary maps of the overlay analysis are shown in 
Figures 4, 5, and 6, (Because these maps are reproduced in small 
s>cale, density gradients for population or employment are ^ot shown). 

Findings 

Only a small portion of eastern Marin County with a densi'.y 
of more than three dwelling units per acre is currently not served by 
transit; For the most part, areas without transit are neighborhoods 

O 

close to transit routes but beyond the minimum one quarter mile 
distance, ^ 

Are IS with a dwelling unit density of three or more units 
per acre that are not accessible to transit, are indicated in Table 33. 
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TABLE 33 

AREAS WITHOUT EXISTING TRANSIT. SERVICE ' 



' AREA , DWELLING 

(Units 


UNIT, 
per 


DENSITY 
Acre) 








Novate 




• 


. Bel Marin Keys Blvd. 


3 


- 


San Rafael 






. 3rd Street - Pt. San Pedro Road area, 
east of downtown San Rafael 
. . West San Rafael ad jacent - 
to 5th Avenue 


3-6 
3-6 




San Anselmo 






Area south, of Sir Francis Drake Blvd. 






Fairfax 






. Area south of Sir Francis Drake Blvd. 


6-12 




Kentfield 






Wolfe Grade area 


3-9 


*> 


Mill Valley 






• Ridge area Northwest of Mill Valley SBD 

• Tam Valley - Shoreline Highway area 

Q 


3-6 
3-6 




Tiburon 






. Paradise Way 
. Strawberry, 


3-6 
3-9 





\ 



1G9 
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Existing centers of employment are well served by transit 
in Marin County. In most cases employment is concentrated at ' 
major junctions in the high^vay network, enabling connections to be 
made between two or more transit routes. 

The existing transit system serves most hospitals in eastern 
Marin. However, two hospitals are not easily accessible by transit. 
These are the Novato General Hospital in Novato, and the Kaiser 
Foundation Hospital in Sari RafaeL Both hospitals are expected to 
be included in the route system in the future if proposed transit 

development plans are implemented. 

^ ■ " 

With a few exceptions, educational institutions from college 
level down to junior high schools are within a quarter mile walking 
/distance of transit.' Exceptions are: Sinaloa Junior High School, 
Novato High School, ^and the Indian Valley Colleges campus in Novato, 
which are , within one half mile of transit routes; Terra Linda High 
School in San Rafael, also within one half mile of transit; and the 
Golden Gate Theological^Seminary in Strawberry. Terra Linda High 
School and the Golden Gate Theological Seminary are better served 
by the proposed future route system. Discussions are also under way 
to provide transit service to the Indian Valley Colleges. 
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Marin County has very few concentrations of low income 
population. Low income areas were designated by using average 
income data from traffic zone analysis. These areas were shown 
to have a concentration of low income residents: {\) Ignacio 
Boulevard at the junction of Highway 101; (2) Hamilton Air Force 
Base residential areas; and (3) Marin City, Each of these areas 
is currently served by transit.^ 

Marin County. is expected to experience a growth rate , in 
thie next ten years that will add 20, 000 more dwelling units -to the, 
existing housing stock. Much of this growth will be in developed 
areas, with the result that existing densities will increase but few 
new areas will be developed. Where existing developed areas are 
served by transit, 'the higher density will mean that the level of 
transit service may have to be increased but^hat no additional 
route coverage will be required. Additional route coverage will be 
required in areas where the density of development exceeds three 
dwelling units per acre. These areas are listed as follows: 



17 i 



Dwelling Unit Density 
,Area \ ^ • (Unitis^ per acre) 

Novato: , ' 

San Marin Drive area - 3-6 

Residential areas northwest 
• . of Athertdn Avenue 3-6 

Route 37, east of Novato Creek • . 6-9 

San Rafael: V * 

Marinwood St. Vincents area 3-6 
East Canal area 3-12 
Peacock Gap , 3 

» 

In most cases this growth has been anticipated by the ^ 
Marin County Transit Diistrict and routes have been extended in 
proposed transit plans to account for expanded transit needs. 
Route extensions are shown in dotted lines in Figures 4, 5, .and 6 
on pages 149^151. ' « 

Expressed Needs of Transit Riders 

An expression of attitudes from existing tra^isit riders 
was obtained fronn written comments provided by the February 1975 
on board ridership survey. These comments are of limited 
usefulness in making inferences about the needs of the total transit 
ride:rship because the sample included only those riders who 
volunteered to comment. However, the comments indicate which 
' needs are most strongly felt to exist bjy the vocal minority of riders. 
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Rider comments .are summarized belpw by type of .Response 
<f ■ . 

in the follo^Nving categories: routes, schedules, transfers, cost, 

and equipment and facilities. The most frequently mentioned types 

of responses are listed first. 

In the route response category, users mentioned in equal 
proportion the need for: more direct routing bet>\^een points; 
ei^tended routes to provide greater coverage; and new routes. 

Scheduling received the high^^number of responses from 
riders. In order of frequency of comment, the follo>?ving types of 
response were received: the need for weekend service; the need for 
evening or late evening* service; more frequent service; more 

I 

convenient arrival and departure times (primarily received for. 
routes 1 and 20, presumably from students at the College of Marin); 
and express servj.ce. 

By far. the largest number of respondents expressed a 
need for lower fares for studfents. This response rate is at'tf ibutable 
to the high proportion of students (40 percent) using local public 
transit. Several comments were also made Ubout the high cost of 
transit in general. 
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The difficulty of making good connections between bus , 
routes received the next highest proportion of comments. Riders 
complained that: the amount of time buses wait at transfer locations 

* . ' .... 

is too short; buses miss scheduled transfers; and schedules should 
be adjusted to make transfers possible at all route junctions.' 

«^ Riders mentioned the need for: bus shelters at variotis 

locations; improved„signing on busies indicating route, information on 
the inside of the bus and the route name on the rear of the bus; 
clearer route maps; and routes and schedule s^po^ed at bus stops. 

0 

Special Transit Needs 

— . / , . 

Low mobility is typically associated with the^young, the 
elderly, and the handicapped. **These groups are regarded as 
having a greater need for public transit because alternative modes 
of transportation are not available to them. In Marin County, in 
addition to the needs of the handicapped and' sienior citizens, two 
other needs were identified: medical transportation and student 
transportation. * • « 

Access to medical services is recognized as a ne^ J for 
both the elderly and the young. • 

174 
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Student t;?ransportation is regarded as a need in educational,, 
institutions >^;ithout programs for providing home to school transpor- 
tation. This need is particularly great in community colleges and 
in private or parochial schools,^ 

Indoor Sports, Inc. of Marin County, a nonprofit, group 
organized for the benefit of the handicapped population, estimated 
that 570 persons are confined to wheelchairs in Marin County. This 
figure was prepared from records made available by the 'California - 
Department of Rehabilitation and the Veterans^ Adrriinistration,. andV 
is a'conservative estimate because the records do not account for 
the entire wheelchair population. Transport*ktion services specifically 
adapted to the needs of this group are, limited to a, van equipped with ' 
a wheelchair lift owned by Indoor Sports, and operated by the Marin 
Senior Coordinating Council as part of the Whistle Stop Wheels 
program.,. Transportation to two activities per week is provided by 
thi% arrangeme^nt. No facilities ar,e provided by^GGBHTD for the 
physically handicapped. , 

Indoor Sports, Inc. is currently engaged in efforts to 
increase the transportation services capable of being used by 
persons in wheelchairs. A state class action suit has been filed on 

Q 

l2? 
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behalf of the Marin County handicapped population to require that 
all new transit equipment placed 'in service to the general public be 
equipped with facilities for wheelchair use. - ^ 

Transportation is provided specifically for senior citizens , 

by the Whistle Stop Wheels progrann of the Marin Senior Coordinating 

Council. Service is provide?! to senior citizen clubs, rec'reation 

centers, and residence centers on a contractual ba^sis. In addition 

to shopping., recreational, and social service trips. Whistle Stop 

Wheels op.erates a '^Meals on Wheels" progrann for indigent senior 

citizens. ' 
\ ' •<>'•• 

The ''shopper shuttle" serves six low inconne housing 

developments, each for half a day. The following residential 

developments are included: - / 

Novato Casa Nova 
\ , Terra Linda Golden Hinde 

\ ' Santa Venetia Venetia Oaks 

I 

Mill Valley Kruger Pines, Homestead Terrace 
V " Kentfield - - Priory;\ ... 
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Scheduled trips are furnished to shopping centers and 
recrec.tion centers on a daily%asis, and nonscheduled transportation 
is pro^dded to community services and local agencies on a demand 
scheduled basis. 

During 1974, a total of 28, 850 trips were furnished to 

senior citizens upder the Whistle Stop Wheels program, 

1 * 

The Volunteer Bureau of Marin -operates a transportation 

, i ■ 

program for , medical needs in conjunction with the Whistle Stop 

Wheels program^ Transportation \^ furnished to persons in medic 

■ |1 ■ 

therapy programs who are unable to provide their own transportation. 
The service is primarily aimed at the needs of children, but all age 
groups are served when schedules and vehicle resources permit. 
Service is provid'Cd through refe*rrals by clinics and agencies, so 
that the need for transportation can be verified. 

Vehicles are made available by the Marin Senior Coordinating 
Council. The Volunteer Bureau provides volunteer drivejrs and 

" / ! ■ ■ 

employs two dispatchers to operate a telephone switchboard and 
arrange transportation schedules. In addition, volunteers drive for 
the VoluAteej^ Bureau using their own cars. 




The Volunteer Bur-eau transportation program -was 
developed a stop gap ^measure to serve an unfilled need. The 
rapid increase' in size and sdopfe that the program has experienced 

■■ * . • ' \: ' ^ ' ^' 

is viewed By the Volunteer Bureau aS a mixed blessing. The 

dimensions' of need for me'dical transportation are large and the 

*» » ■ ' 

Volunteer Bureau recognizes Jbhat the need has only been partially . 
filled: ^ However, the progra'^m has become institutionalized to the 
point where the bureau is locked into a progi^am for which it was 
not originally organized. 

Travel for'- the student population X)f Marin County has two 
dimensions: the need for trans po^c^ation to non^school activities; 
and the ne.ed for transportation to educational- institutions which 
have no provision /of home to school transportation.^ ^ 

The first need appj*ies to the schc5ol population of all ages. " 

Even when school district bussing is available fUr students in 

■• » - ' * * 

elementary schools and high schools, transportation is provided 

between home and school only, ai>d 'studei^ts must rely on the public 

transit system or on parents or fri.erfds for transportation. Parents 

of younger children often find t'hemselves in the role of" afternoon 

chauffeurs because of the lack of alt^rnative me'ans of travel. High 
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seii'ool and college students without cars must also rely on public 
transit, family or friends for transportation. 

The second, and more difficult, problem is transportation 
to and from school for students attending institutions without special 
transportation facilities. This problem is experienced largely, but 
not exclusively, by college students who are mainly dependent on 
public transp.ortation for home to school travel. Two areas of needs 

were identified in this regard: Needs of students at the College of 

, / 

Mar in and" Indian Valley Colleges^campuses of the Marin Community 
College District; and needs of students at private institutions. 

•i ^ 

^ The majority of students at the College, of Marin must ::ely 
on GGBHTD to go to and from classes. • The college has a daytime 
population of 6, 000-7, OOO'students with a capacity of 1, 53 2 parking 
spaces on campus. Parking costs $10 per semester and spaces are 
not as^ngned, so a student cannot be assured of finding, a speice. 
Many students share rides; however, other means of travel are 
limited-; Hitchhiking is practiced by a considerable number of students 
but is discouraged by the college. 
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Students relying on GGBHTD buses for service to and from 
the College of Marin cite two basic needs regarding the level of 
service provided: more convenient schedules; and a lower fare for 
students. 

Classes at the College of MariA begin at ten minutes after 
the hour and end on the hour. B,us arrival and depa.rture times at 
five minutes after the hour would be ideal in terms, of allowing 
walking time between the bus stop and classes, and in serving 
arriving and departing students equally' well. However, existing 
bus schedules do net offer this convenience. 

' Arrival times of routes 1 and 20, which provide direct 
service to College of Marin on College Avenue, are at twenty-one 
minutes and fifty-one minutes after the hour in the northbound 
direction. This schedule permits an eleven or nineteen minute 
^walking time before class starts and, a similar period after classes 
finish. * ' 

' . 'i 

The degree to which schedules can be adjusted iS; limited 
by the requirement that transfers between lines at junction locations 
be convenient. Shifting schedules on route 1 and 20 forward or 



backward could reduce the operating latitude presently allowed, 
buses making scheduled transfers. 

• Prior to 1974 a discount fare of $, 15 was available to 
students. This practice was discontinued and the fare raised to 
$.35 due to increased transit operating costs and the need for 
additional revenue. However, the MCTD recently.reinstated the ^ 
student discount, permitting studc-^aG to ride for $'. 25, effective 
January 1, 1976. / * 

A new campus, Indian Valley Colleges in Novato, opened 
in September 197.5. The new facilitf is located several blocks 
west of the bus -stop and has only one access road. There is a 
large parking ar^that will accommodate approximately 940 cars 
at .the entrance of the campus. There'^will be a service road 
ringing the campus, but it will not be open to the public. At the ^ 
entrance to thp canripus there. will be a bus turnaround as well as' 
a sheltered pickup area. Another bus turnaround has been provided 

for future use on tae west side of the campus on the main entry road. 

> 

Student access to the colleges will be along pedestrian routes. 

s. 
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The college district is working with the county to establish 
additional access to the college campus but it is not known at this 
time what that will be. It is also not known whether GGBHTD will . 
run buses into the campus proper. Projections for the Indian Valley- 
Colleges campus indicate that the existing enrollment will significantly 
increase with the opening of the new campus. It is anticipated that 
this increased enrollment will come from the increasing population 
in the Novato area and also from students transferring from the 
College of Marin who live closer to the Indian Valley ^Colleges. 

Marin County has a considerable number of private 
educational institutions. These range from institutions of higher 
•education, such as Dominican College in San Rafael, to high schools 
{e. g. Marin Catholic High School) and elementary schools. 

" Many of these ^establishments have partial or complete 
transportation programs for students attending them. For example, 
Marin Country Day School-In Tiburon and San Domenico School in 
San Anselmo both operate. buses for home to school transportation, 

H 

Most schools depend, in part, on'public transportation to 
provide students with transportation to schooL Marin Catholic 

182 ; 
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High School, Dominican College, and San Domenico School are all 
located close enough to transit routes to permit convenient transit 
travel. *The Independent Learning School in Corte Madera relies 
heavily on public transit, requiring that students able to use transit 
to travel to and from school do so. The school is located at the 
southern terminus o£ GGBHTD Route 21 and depends on this rpute 
to provide for the traoispor tation needs of its students. 
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10. ■ CONSOLIDATION ALTERNATIVES 

Consolidation of transportation operations is typically- 
undertaken when two types of conditions apply: situations where 
redundant services are being provided, and situations where 
economics of scale could be achieved if smaller operations merged 
as a single larger unit. A single objective is achieved in both cases:, 
the combined ope^ration becomes more cost effective. These 
situations exist in every type of service industry, and are not 
limited to transportation. The education field, for example, has 
^experienced a significant number of school system consolidations. 

Consolidation is an external method* of achieving a higher 

ievel of cost effectiveness. It .is accomplished by merging two 

independent systems. Providing' that the goals and operations of 

both sy stems are reasonably similar the merger can be carried 

out successfully. 

*- ■ * • 

ft 

Improvements in the management of transportation systems- 
to increase cost'effectiveness xan be made. For example, cost 
reductions in school bus parts and equipment are available to all 
public agencies through a statewide purchasing agreement, Reductions 

B 

^ ' ° . " . ■'184 " 
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in fuel prices. can also be obtained by direct bulk purchasing or 
^ by agreenjents with other local public agencies that obtain bulk 
fuel deliveries. ^ ' 

Consolidation of school tr'ansportatioh. progranns is usually 

\ 

the result of a consolidation of-j:wo or more schodl systenns into a 
unified district. However, two cases were investigated where 

\ 

consolidation was conducted independently of other school districts' 
operations: the Nevada County Bus Pool and the Placer County Bus 
*Pool. '/ • 

Nevada County Bus Pool \, 

The Nevada County Bus Pool is a joint powers agreement 
betwfeen the Nevada Union High School District and five elementary 
school districts. The agreement" provides for the joint furnishing 
of school transportation services under a shared cost ar:^ngement. 
Each district pays according to a. formula that is based o,n vehicle 

V • 

miles traveled, the district's contribution of equipment to the bus 
pool, and the district's tax base. State reimbursement for transpor- 
tation expenses is handled separately by each district. 



isr) 



. 169 



The bus pool was developed to eliminate .the duplication o£ 
routes operated,by the high school and^elementary school districts, 
Imp^'tus for the creation of the bus pool came from an elementary 

V ^ 

school district yjhere bus operations had to be canceled because 

ft 

of high costs. A promise of the joint powers agreement was that 
a consolidated system would require fever buses and in turn would 
reduce the cost of service to member school districts. 

The bus pool appears to have demonstrated the value of 
''consolidation to local school districts. After the system had been 
in opera*tion for a year, a fifth elementary school district joined 
. the four original members of the joint powers agreement. ^ 

Bus operating costs have increased under the consolidated 
sy-stem. Operating -costs increased llvper mile during the fir st 
year and an additional $, 11 per mile the second year, as shown below 



Year 



1972 - 1973 

1973 - 1974 

1974 - 1975 



Cost per Mile 
$. 55 , 

66 (Bus Pool) 
$. 77 (Bus Pool) 
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The Nevada County Bus Pool attributes a major portion of this cost.^ 
increase. to inflation and considers consolidation to be a relatively 
minor component of the.increa^se. Although the joint powers 
agreement established the highest driver's v/age rate as the standard 

rate for the bus pool, this stipulation did not -result in higher driver 

.. .. i •■' • 

costs because total driving hours were reduced under the consolidated 
opei^ation. ^An additional expense v^as incurred by moving maintenance 
operations to the Nevada County publi^c works facility. However, this 
expense was partially offset by economies achieved by maintaining , 
a larger number of buses, particularly in the areas of mechanical, 
maintenance and body maintenance. Discounts on tires, fuel, and 
spare parts 'were bbtained. Th'ese also contributed to a reduction 
in operating costs, although similar, discounts could have been 
obtaiired without consolidation. . \ 

4 i 

The establishment of the position of superintendent of 
transportation, with support staff, added^ significantly to the . 
administrative cost of the bus pool. There were also nonmonetary 
costs in the form of s-chedule adjustments by pa^rticipating school 

4 

districts. Schedule changes of as much as fifteen to thirty minutes 
were necessary to plan the consolidated bus system schedule. 

• " 187 
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In samhnation, the bus pool has resulted in both costs and 
benefits. Tae principal benefits are an improved maintenance 

'program, more efficient routing and scheduling, and a single 
administrative office for transportation. The costs are principally 
nonmonetary, in the form of changes to school schedules. The 
actual cost- is unclear because of the effects of inflation, but it is 

•apparent that total costs per mile have not declined during the* first* 
two years of the bus" pool and may even have increas.ed slightly. 

Placer County Bus Pool ' 

The Placer County Bus Pool was initiated by the failure 

/- ■ ' 

of an elementary school district to obtain a tax override to purchase 

new buses. As a result* of this failure and in anticipation of similar . 

\ . ■ 

results'in subsequent elections, nine^'school districts joined tcgether** 
in a feasibility study to determine the implications of c*bnsolidating 
school bus operations-. 

■ 1 

A basic feature of Placer County school transportation 
is that high school bus routes nearly duplicate bus routes of 
elementary school districts. Hence, the objective of the study was 
to determine how a single route system could serve both types of 
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school districts. Four ground rules were established at the outset 
of the study: all personnel would be retained; major bus routes 
should not be altered; pupils nnust be delivered to school within 
thirty minutes of starting times; and no school schedjile changes 
greater than thirty minutes should be required. 

A consolidated routing and scheduling system .was prepared 
for the high school district and two elementary school districts?. 
To date^ the consolidated systemihas significantly reduced the cost 
of school bus operations. A pr econsolidation transportation. budget 
of $200, 000 w^s reduced by $50, OOO^under the new system. In 
1973-74^ before the plan went into effect, cost per mile rang^ed from 
$.97 to-$1.27. In 1974-7'5~afted; consolidation, the cost per mile was 
$1. 12. ; " 

Mileage was cut from 600 miles per day to 300 miles per 

day, which was made possible by the elimination of former route 

" * * ' * . _ ^ 

overlaps. ^ . ' ' 

' The Placer County Bus Pool has experienced two problems 
with consolidation: storage of buses and. replacement of older 
equipment. The' increase in fleet size required larger storage areas 
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thar. before, but bus pool' officials are -negotiating for financial 
assistance to construct a corabined storage and maintenance facility. 
In addition, the bus pool members are atterpptipg to obtain ''newly , 
formed district" status with the jstate department of education to 
enable them to trade in old and outmoded buses for newer buses on . % 
a five to one basis. 

Summary of the Nevada County^and Placer County Bus Pools , 

' ' ■ . \ ' • . 

. . . „/ 

Both school bus systems had a^single basic feature i.n 

common: they were independently providing bussing oyer the same 

area for the high school-'and elementary school districts. This 

condition of duplicated services offered considerable opporti^nitie's 

for increased efficiency simply by coordinating planning cj/l routes 

and schedules; elimina^ion\of the'^dfupilication was a Irfajoi^^-ntribation 

to the savings accrued in each system. - 

• ■ . ■ ^ ■ \ / V ' ^ 

In comparison, economies resulting frtDm an increase in 

/ 

the scale of the maintenance operation in Nevada County were 

\ 

relatively small, ^ 




Major c'osts were incurre^^ in both counties' bus pool 
programs of a monetary and nonmonetary nature: a supervisoiry 



st^ff wa.s required to administer the operation; expanded storage 
and maintenance facilities Avere required; driver wages increased 
to a level commensurate with the highest wages in any participating 
school district,^' and school biis routes were changed. 

On the benefit side, significant cost reductions were 
exper leneed- by Placer County. (The same experience was not 
shared by Nevada County, where cost appears to have increased. ) 
Itnpr oved'maintenahce of buses and mdre Effective administration > 
were also results of consolidation, 



Potential for Copj^olidation in Marin County 



To some extent the scho,ol/xranspor tation problems 



expe'rien^ed in Nev'&da and Placer counties also hold true in Marin: 

' i ■ • ■ 

tax override, increases have been consistently defeated; several 
school distridts are on the v^rge of abandoning school bussing; and 
widespread injterest exists in consolidation as a method of reducing 
costs. However, Marin County is significantly different from 

acer counties in terms of the -conditions that foster 



Nevadan and P 
coasolidation. 
throughout the 



School transportation is structured" in different ways 
county. A wide variation exists in transportation 
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costs among school distric^ts. Rural districts experience different 

problems from districts in' the urbanized portion of the county. 
» 

The result is tha^ only six of the fifteen school districts providing 
fhome to school transportation are regarded as candidates for 
consolidation, . * . 

The duplication of elementary and high school routes that 
nhake cbnsolidation practical in Nevada and Place:; counties exists 
in only one case in Marin County, San Rafael School District 
operates buses for high school students in the Dixie School District 
^ over routes similar to those along<;which Dixie" provides pupil 
transportation. Both the hi^h school and .the elementary Schools 
are located within the Dixie* School District bussing area, 

■ ■ ' / 

Other districts that have high school^, Novato/ and Shoreline^ 
are unified school districts and already jointly operat^ elementary 
and high school transportation programs. The largest high school 
district, Tam^lpais Union High School District, does not operate 
home to school transpor tktion except for a^^special service to Marin 
City students. 
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It is reasonable to assume that school. districts in proximity 
to each other might be candidates for transportation consolidation 
even if the route overlap^ feature does not' pertain. The proximity 
of such districts would allow a minimum of time lost in deadheading 
between districts. For school districts located in relatively densely 
populated southeastern Marin County, this would be appropriate. 
^Ihese are: Dixie, Fairfax, Kentfield, Larkspur, Mill Valley, Reed 
Union, San Anselmo, San Rafael, and Sausalito. However, school 
districts in outlying areas would accrue considerable driver time 

* a 

and vehicle mileage in deadhead ferips under consolidation. This 
would occur particularly when the same buses were providing 
bussing in two districts. Moreover, it would also occur to some 
extent if bus fleets operated independently but were jointly maintained 
under a consolidated maintenance program. School districts where 
this situation applies are: Bclinas-Stinson Union, Lagunitas, Novato 
Unified, and Shoreline Unified. 

Moreover, these school district transportation programs 
are among the least costly in Marin County, suggesting that consolida- 
tion would have little justification financially, particularly if these 
programs were rnerged with more costly systems. 
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The Nevada and Placer counties' bus pool experiences 
demonstrate that consolidation requires expanded "^hiaintenance. and 
storage facilities. Maint'^enance in particular must be handled in a 
centralized shop to take advantage of economies associated with 
fulltime ^maintenance and repair personnel. 

In Marin County at the present time only three of the four 
biggest school district operated transportation programs have ' - 
maintenance facilities. "Two of these are located in rural distripts . 
Shoreline Unified, which operates fourteen buses, and Novato Unified, 
which, operates sixteen buges, are both located outside the "preferred" 
consolidation area in southeastern Marin. San Rafael has a maintenance 
facility, capable of handling fifteen buses and, although this is in a 
centralized location in southeastern Marin, the district is currently , 

6 

operating to capacity and would therefore not be capable of handling 
additional buses. The fourth major transportation operator, the Marin 
County Schools Office, contracts for-all maintenance and repair work 

for its' thirty- six vans. 

■■■ t? 

A further alternative would be the repair and maintenance 

facilities of GGBHTD in San Rafael. However, GGBHTD operates 

diesel transit coaches exclusively and would have to acquire additional 
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eqaipment and manpower to handle the diverse types and sizes of - 
school bus vehicles operating in Marin County, Also, the wage 
rate of GGBHTD inechanics is approximately $6. 60 per hour,' which 
is at le.ast $2. 00 par hour higher than the wage'rate of the school 
district mechanics. Maintenance and repair costs could be expected 
to increase sharply if GGBHTD facilities were used. As this s^tJudy 
waa nearing completion, an additional maintenance alternative 
developed. The Marin County Department of Public Works is 
currently looking into the need to expand county garage facilities, 
possibly furnishing the opportunity to combine county and school 

district vehicle repair and maintenance programs. ^ 

1 

\ 

In addition to the\pr oble'pn of available maintenance and " ' 
repair facilities, several school (districts do not own their school 
buses and would have to rely on other districts to provide vehicles. 
Fairfax, Kentfield, Larkspur, and Reed Union provide school 
bussing under contract with a private vendor and are reasonably 
satisfied with the present quality of service. Moreover, these 
districts provide bussing afc less cost than most other districts in 
the county, so that in financial terms consolidation would be of 
questionable benefit. 

ft 

i9n . ^ 
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Since route overlap was not found to exist to any significant 
degree, with the exception of the duplication of San Rafael routes in 

t> 

the Dixie School District, a second approach to consolidation was 

** ■ . " » 

investigated: the concept that reductions in the unit cost of 

transportation might be achieved if the size of the transportation 

operations. were increased. 

To test. this scale economy hy;ppthesis, the larger school 
districts' transportation systems were examined to determine 
whether scale economics have.resulted from the size of these 
operations. If unit costs in a given budget category were significantly 
lower than those of other (Ji,s^tricts in the same category, that cost ^ • 
was used as the noirm for a consolidated operation of the same size 
or larger. 

Development of Alternativ es ' 

. » Thr ee. alternative's were developed to demonstrate the 
feasibility of consolidation. as a cost reduction measure for Marin 
County school transportation systems. The first alternatt^^e, a 
full consolidation of six school transportation systems, shows the 
impact of la:rge scale consolidation in terms of cost to each school 
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district. The second alternative uses the experience of contracted 
bus services to demonstrate the cost reductions that could be 
achieved if bus services were operated under contract. The third 
alternative is the consplidation of San Rafael^ s Terra Linda 'High 
School bussing -vjith that of the Dixie School District. 

Full Consolidation. This alternative A^as prepared to 
demonstrate the implications of large scale consolidation. The 
school districts included were Dixie, Lagunita's, Mill Valley, San 
Anselmo, San Kafael, and Sausalito. These school districts have 
the following, characteristics in common: general geo^graphic 
proximity; district owned buses; higher than average costs per - 
mile; and the maintenance re-sour ce s' of a large school district 
(San Rafael). ^ 

The consolidation program incorporates cost components 
of the transportation operation such as fuel, insurance, drivers, ai 
administration, but does not incorporate bus routes arid schedules. 

r 

Bus routes and schedules were^iAt consolidated because 

» 

only two districts, Dixie and San Rafael, exhibit the route overlap 
characteristics that make route consolidation practical". Route 
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'^consolidation betvs^een these tvyo districts is treated as a separate 
alternative. The second reason is that consolidation o£ routes and 
schedules among school districts with geographically separate 
systenns would require major changes in school hours if the same 
buses were to make home to school trips in two o^'r more districts. 

Were such a concept to be. advanced a:S a means of increasing the 

^' • • • • . 

efficiency of school transportation systems^ a sirrjpier alternative 
would be to reduce the number of buses, adjust school schedules 
in each school district,' and forego consolidation. 



Equipm'ent costs of the consolidated transportation program 
are presented for each school district in Table 34.^ Costs were 
computed on a per mile basis, using rates from Table ''ZS on page 10.6 
Criteria and assumptions for setting rates are as follows: 

1. Drivers axe a key cost component of the transpor- 

ts 

tation program and incremental variations in driver cost per mile 
have a major impact on total cost. Moreover, driver costs on a 

per mile basis are subject to the variability not only of wage ra^^s 

.... - . ft ... .... . 

but of productivity as well. Because of the uncertainty associated 
with driver costs, this component was approached parateetri^caMy. 
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The Dixie School Dis/rict's driver per mile rate of $. 80 was 

* ■ * " ' ■.. ■• # 

selected as a high parameter because it, represents both a high 
wage rate ($4, 25-$'5. 25 per hour) and an efficiently planned 
routing system, ^If consolidation were undertaken, it is i^easonable 
to assume that wage rates would be set equivalent to the highest in 
the- district, similar to t^e** Placer County and Nevada County bus 
pools. The low parameter uses existing driver cost per mile for 

each school distrrcfc. , - , 

» 

2: The Dixie c.nd Mill Valley rate of $. 09 per mile 

was selected as a base\ figure fo-r gas, .oil, and lubrication. This 
"figure is higher than that of a" Targe system such as Novato's ($, 07) " 

-brut^io^ex thaii-Sarn-Ra-fareP s -sy^ , 
tax rebates gire utilized. 

; . 

3. A rate of $, 02 per mile was selected, based on the 
experience of Novato and several other school districts, for tires' 
and. tubes, 

4, -Maintenance- and repair parameters were established 
to reflect the rate of two major bus systems: Novato ($. 22 per mile) 
anfl San Rafael ($. 32 per mile). 
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5. The $. 02 cost per mile of Novato's bus system was 

♦ 

used as an insurance rate. It is acknowledged that insurance rates 

■ ■ - \- 

are more sensitive to' risk factory than to fleet size and mileage. \ 

However, other school, districts in the county experience similar 

• insurance costs per 'mil©, suggesting that this figure is a. ^ 
• ■ ■ ■ * 

representative pne. * ' / * 



VThe cost of adnfiinistrat,ion was set at $. 09 per mile,, 

rtiatching the experience of San^afael. This is a conservative 

figure, recognizing that tl>e rate for Novato is $. 07 per mile and ' ' 

that some districts operate at even lower rates. However, the 

$. 09 rate appears to be reasonably accurate when measured against 
>r * ^ • 

— t-he~^-a4a-r-y-5^^^d"Ov^er4aead--aas^ 



Costs could "Be reduced by 9 percent in the consolidated 
transportation program if the rates for drivers and maintenance 
were se't at existing levels and $. 22 per mile, respectively. This 
is demonstrated bv the cost 'summary in Table 35. In effect, each 
transportation system would be operating with the same wage rates 
that currently exist and cbst reductions would occur in nondriver 
cost components, If the higher driver wage rate but the lower 
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^ ' KULL CONSOlLiDATION ALTERNATIVE 
Cost Variation by Cost Category' 



COST 

CATEGORY 


EXISTING ' 
" COST 


CONSOLIDATED 
*COST 


PERCENTAGE 
' ' VARIATION 


Drivers 


236,931 


236,931-^ 
307, 347^ 


0% 
+30% 


Gas, Oil, ,and 
-Lubrication 


37,811 


34,577 


* , -7} 8% 


Tires & Tubes 


/ * 12 , 950 


'7 , 684 


-41% 


Maintenance &, 
Repair ^ 


lli,353 


84,520^^ 
122,939^ 


-24% 
+10% 


Insurance 


14,939 


7,684 
34^>578 


-49% 
+17%'- 


Adm^nisf Kj9Ltion 


29,478 


Other 


3,283^^ 






. • Total 
> 


$4,46,745 


t ^ $405,974 
444,393 
476,390 . ' 
514,802 


- 9% 

- 1% 
+ 7% 
+ 15% 



!• Based on 1973-1974 Transportation Budget 
@ existing post per mile rate 
@ $.30 costiper mile rate 
@ $.22 cost ^per mile rate 
@ $,32 cost per mile rate 
Mill Valley contracted, services 

C - 
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2, 
3, 
4, 

5, 
6, 




it 



maintenance cost of $. 22 per mile were use d,v>^ -e result,w0uld be < 
1 percent co'st'reduction.. If the higher maintenance cost,.figure 
were used w^ith eitlier driver- cost, the consolidated transportation 
program would' b.e more c^costly than the existing systetji s, ' * 



A major problem demonstrated by Table 35 is that 
} - ' " ' 

administrative costs would increase by 17 percent in a consolidated 

transportation sys.tem. However, the $34, QOO cj^st of actminis-fe^ring 

the consolidated program is not unrealis'tic ^f-^it is as'^iffned that 

fulltime administrative personnel would be required. The cost of 

a transportation supervisor is $12, 000-$15, OOD, and the additional 

-cost'Of a dispatcher, clerical staff, and overhead expenses would 

constitute the balance ,of the $34, CfOO cost. 



Given the reasonableness of the consolidated administrative 
cost', the robt^cause of the cost increase appears to be in the 
underreporting of existing administrative costs, Jhe Mill Valley 

School'^Dis^trict, for example, currently. administer s its entire, 

■ ■■ 

school transportation program for $, Ql per operating mile. This 
rate^is fully $, 06 below Novato, a large bus system, and $, 04 below 
Lagunitas, a relatively small bus system, suggesting that the Mill 
Valley^rate is artificially low compared with other school- districts , 
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A re^/iew of school transportation budgets was undertaken 
to ascertain if costs were correctly reported. The review was 
limited to resources available, the state J- 141 form, and surveys 
and interviews conaacted with each school district. The conclusion 
was that cost data was correct insofar as it was reported. Howeyer, 
differences in accounting methods^ which had been recognized 
previously, may be the rmajor cause of discrepancies in transportation 
cost rates. 

The- impact of the consolidation alternative would be to 
reduce costs to all school districts but one, providing that existing 
wage rates andjower maintenance *costs were employed^ a's illustrated 
in Table 36, The one fexception is Mill Valley, where total transporta- 
tion costs increase. The major contributing factor to the increase 
appears to be Mill Valley's unusually low existing administrative' 
cost. » „ ^ 

When the hi]gher wage and the higher maintenance costs 
are used, costs increase in all school districts except Dixie, 

The r^ost significanE result of the full consolidation alternative 
is that only 'a 9. 9 'Percent r e^qj^^ction in transportation costs is achieved^ 
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even under favorable conditions of low costs. When higher rates 
are assumed, the consolidation shows a net gain of 15 percent over 
existing systems. 

Aside from the inconsistencies In school district cost 

6 

c.accounting methods mentioned above, the major reason for the low 
margin of savings appea^rs to be that greater economy of operation 
cannot be achieved by simply increasing the scale of operation. 
Small school bus systems reveal rates on a per mile basis similar 
to the rates of larger districts, suggesting that the concept of 
scale economics is not wholly applicable to school bus systems in 
Marin County. Per mile rates for Bolinas-Stinson, Lagunitas, 
Novato-, and San Rafael reported in Table 25 illustrate this point. 
The Bolinas -Stinson Union^School District's two bus system* shows 

.a maintenance and repair rate of $. 06 per mile. In contrast, . two 

^larger systems -- Novato and San Rafael have maintenance and 
repair rates of $. 22 per mile and $. 32 per mile respectively. 
Lagunitas, which has only three buses, maintains and repairs its 
fleet at the same cost per mile as Novato. The major factor that 

,is responsible for this reversal of normal cOst trends is that 
overhead costs offset th§ economies that would' normally^be achieve 
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by increasing tl^e scale of operation. Smaller school districts that,, 
maintain their own fleets, such as Bolinas-Stinson, do not have 
large overhead costs. Others such as Lagunitas, that contract 
out maintenance and repair, appear to obtain such savings at 
^relatively low cost because of a high level of community support 

ft 

for and contribution to school activities. 

o 

»J "» - , 

A major drawback of the full consolidation alternative is 
that no provision is made for maintenance and repair facilities. 
None of the participating school districts has the capacity for 
maintaining the vehicles of all six districts. It is assumed that 
maintenanc^e facilities would have to be constructed at a^considerable 
capital cost^to the school districts or that an existing facility, Such 
as San Rafael's,, would have to be expanded. The outlay Required 
for a maintenance facility would offset the savings achieved by 
consolidation. - . " ^ 

^ _ ' • W ' ^ 

Contract Services^. The school districts in Marin County 
that, provide school transportation throug^^ an independent contractor 
pay an average cost of $. 94 per mile for bus service. This rate is 
well below the average per mile costs of the six school districts 
included in the full consolidation alternative {Dixie, Lagunitas, 
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Mill Valley, San Anselmo, San.Rafael,. and Sausalito). If these 

school districts were able to contract for services at the current 

rate of $. 94 p^r mile, instead of providing their own bussing, 

transportation costs would significantly decline. 

.. • . ^ 

The cost of home to school transportation under existing 

rates and under contract rates is presented in Table 37. Total 

costs are reduced between 8 percent and 42 percent under the 

consolidated program. The total reduction for all six school 

districts is 17 percent. 

In financial terms, this alternative offers considerable 
advantages. However; several factors must be considered in 
implemen^ting it, including: availability of buses from bus 
contractors; contract rates; stability of contract rates; and existing . 

• ■ : ■ " ' ■ ■ -/ ■ ■ 

school facilities. ' 

^ » 
Nine buses are currently:provided for school transportation 

by. Mark IV School Bus S*er vices in Marin County. 'The addition of 

the six above mentioned school districts would increase the number 

of buses by thirty. It is questionable whether Mark IV could or 

would provide that many additional buses without a long term service 
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contract. Other major suppliers exist in tjie bay area', however, 
and under competitive bidding, further resources could probably 
be acquired. " . 

. For the contract alternative to produce the 17 percent 
reduction in transportation costs, cost of service rates equivalent 
to the four existing contracts must be provided. Competitive 
bidding for service generally increases the likelihood of lower 
rates. However, the problems associated with acquiring thirty 
buses may' tend to drive rates higher. ' ^ 

\ 

\ 

Most bus service contracts contain a cost escalation 

clause that protects the vendor from .incur ring Ipsses if operating 

costs increase, particularly drivers' wages and most recently ^the 

cost^of gasoline. School districts may 'find that cost savings 

>^ » . . . , 

disappear if the vendor must exercise the escalation clause of the 

confract. It is possible that a'^signifiaant increase in the number of 

school districts contracting for school bus services might encourage 

labor unibns to take, a more active role in school transportation, thus 

leading-to an increase in driver wage Tates. 
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School districts with investments in buses, drivers, 'and 
maintenance equipment would have to find a satisfactory disposition 
^for their resources if transportation were to be contracted. One 
alternative for disposing of buses would be to temporarily lease 
them to the contractor so that the school district would still own 
and could rebuild its own transportation operation should the service 
contract expire, . * ^ 

Dixie -San Rafael Consolidation. The Dixie School District" 
is the single case in M'^rin County where two school districts operate 
separate bus systems within the same area. Dixie^ransports pupils 
to seven elementary schools and two middle schools with a fleet of 
four buses. San Rafael carries hieh school students to Terra Linda- 
High School on five buses. Approximately tw^ miles of bus i-outes 
are served by. both school districts. Consolidation would eliminate 
the overlap and would reduce the total cose of pupil tranjiipor tation 
in the area. ^ • 

, Consolidation could be accomplished most efficiently if 
Dixie provided'services to its own schools plus the Terra Linda 
High School. San Rafael now must deadhead buses to the Dixie 
School District to transport high school students. Dixie's buses 
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are stored in the district and are equidistant from most 
neighborhood bussing areas. ^ 

However, consolidating services would add 500 students 

«. 

to Dixie's bussing load. Data from Table 20 on page 94 shows Dixie 

buses operating at a median occupancy of 53 percent, indicating that 

sorrte spare capacity is available, but s'cheduling and routing 
* ♦ 

requirements may limit the degree to which space can be j^sed. 

Up to two additional. trips in the mo rning and afternoon would be 

required if all trips were to be handled by Dixie. These trips could 
be accomplished prior J^o elementary school runs in the morning 
because the Terra Lrinda High School starts before schools in the 
Dixie School District. In the afternoon, the dismissal time would 
have to be arranged to enable buses to serve all school trips. . 

Because of the difficulty bf rescheduling hours,-^a_ 

consolidation plan was developed that reduces driver and maintenance 
t ■ 

costs rather than consolidating bus routes and schedules. The plan 
provid^e^ for: maintenance and repair of Dixie buses at^San Rafael 
maintenance rates elimination of deadhead mileage between San 

Rafael and Dixie; and basiijg buses for^the San Rafael* s Terra Lfirida 

.. ' . ■' '^^ . 

bussing progratxj in the Dixie School District. 
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a 

Four levels of co^st reduction are provided under the plan 






as shown in Table 38. Costs are based on pet rnile rates presented 




t 


in Table 25 on page 106. 






Plan A: San Rafael buses used for Terra Linda High School 






' students would be housed in Dixie and driven by Dixie drivers. 






Driver costs- under this plan would rise $4, 900 because of Dixie's 




,3 


higher wage rate. However, elimination of deadhead mileage 
between San Rafael and Dixie would save $8, 900, producing a net 
saving to San Rafael of $4, 000. 

— — * Plan-B:^'Plan"E'"is---siTnilar-to-Plan--A-^with 

- >' < ' 


t 




that San Rafael buses would be driven by San Rafael personnel. At 


0 


••; ^ ■ 


the lower wage rate San Rafael. would accrue a co'st saving of . 
approximately $8, 900 in its Terra Linda operation. 

Plan C: Under this plan Dixie school buses'Would be 
maintained by San Rafael School District. The lower costs permitted 






by this plan would yield a saving of $3, 700. 






Plan, D: This plan' provides for both operation and 






^ . maintenance of Dixie buses by San Rafael School District. Savings 


■ V*- 




in^^iyer and maintenance costs accrue because of the difference in 
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T^BLE 38 

TRANSPORTATION COST SAVINGS UNDER 
SAN RAFAEL -- DIXIE CONSOL,IDATI.ON ALTERNATIVE 



ALTERNATIVE 
DRIVER COSTS 


SERVICE AREAS 




TOTAL 




Savings in San 
Rafael's Terra 
Linda Service 


Saving to 
Dixie High 
School District 




Dixie Drivers 


i 

(Plan A) 


(Plan C) 






"5 4 000 

* 


V ~J f f \J\J 

e 


*s 7 7nn 


San Rafael 
Drivers' 


(Plan B) 


(Plan D) 






$ 8,900 ' 


$13,000 


$21,900 
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1 
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wage ratjs between the two school districts. The result is a , 
reduction of $13, 000 in Dixie's transportation costs. 

In sum, the implementation of these four consolidation 
plans would produce cos.t reductions in school transportation 
ranging from a minimum of $3, 700 for a single school district to 
a maximum of $22, 000 for both sc-ho.ol. districts. * San Rafael, .with 
a budget of $191, 000, would save 2 percent of transportation costs 
under Plan A and 5 percent under Plan B. Dixie School District, 
with a budget of $44, 400, would save 8 percent under Plan C and 
30 percent under Plan D. 

These plan options provide for a. level of cost reduction 
equivalent to the degree of commitment between tl\e two school 
districts, v The implications of each plan in order of increasing 
risk associated with implementation are as follows: 

1. Plan C provides maintenance o^f Dixie buses by 

-San Rafael. The plan assumes that Safi Rafael has"thQ capacity in 
its maintenance program to accommodate four additional buses. 
It also assumes that Dixie is willing to relinquish its own bus . 
maintenance program which is part of the school district's overall 
equipment maintenance program. . 
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2. Plan B bases San Rafael buses in Dixie and staffs 
them with San Rafael drivers. The plan assumes that bus storage 
can be provided by Dixie and that San Rafael can permanently assign 
four to five buses to the Terra Linda service. 

3. Plan A bases San Rafael buses in Dixie and provides 
Dixie drivers. The plan woMd require that Dixie hire additional 
drivers and that. a satisfactory arrangement be made for Dixie to 
operate San Rafael buses. In addition, San Rafael would be assigmng 
buses permanently to the Terra Linda service, as in Plan B. 

4. ^ Plan D requires the highest level of commitment 

to consolidation. Dixie contracts with San Rafael to provide bussing, 
using the buses of either school district. Dixie must satisfactorily 
resolve the reassignment of school district drivers and management 
of the bus maintenance program, and must, negotiate an agreement 
for the use of the district's buses by San Rafael. 

The Di^ie-San Rafael consolidatiou alternative offers the 
best opportunity for achieving reductions in transportation costs 
with a minimum of risk and for demonstrating the value of 
transportation system consolidation. A clear justification for 
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consolidation can be found in the duplication of the existing services. 
Both school districts will benefit from consolidation San Rafael 
through the reduction in deadheading costs to the Dixie School 
District and Dixie through the favorable cost of service rates 
obtainable from San Rafael. Each of the four consolidation options 

«> . ■ 

which v^ere identified reduces transportation costs; selection of one 
option requires the specific costs and benefits to be^weighed.* g 

Large scale consolidation of- school transportation systems 

■ 7 ■ ^ 

is not recommended. The analysis of the full ponsolidatiori alternative 
as well as findings from data acquired and discussed in previous 
chapters indicate that consolidation will not reduce transportation 
costs or improve the level of s,erv:^ce. The' reasons are summarized 
briefly as follows: 

1. The major reasuii for consolidating transportation . 
systems, overlapping routes and service areas, is found in only 
two school districts in Marin County/ * ' 

2. Economies of scale do not apply. Small school 
transportation systems can operate at costs equal to or Jower than 

* 

large school districts. . * . 
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3. ^ Maintenance facilities for a l^.rge consolidated 
system are not available arid the cost of constructing a centrali'^ed 
maintenance facility would r;e^ult in short term net deficits for a 
consolidated operation. * ^ 

4. # In the long terrtn, the gr©Avth of public transit A^^ill 
provide a higher proportion of homfe to school travel', enabling some 
school districts to phase dut of the transportation business. 

5. Growth of school transportation into a large scale 
operation, in Maf in County will tend tolpush costs up, particularly 
in the area 'of driver wage-rates, ' " ' 

K ' ' , • ■ ' ■ 

Contracting school transportation appear s to offer a _^ 

* * ' 

significant potential benefit in terms of reduced* costs . There are 

. . ^ 

several uncertainties involved, including: }^sic cost of service; 

< - 

co'st escalation; and existing school district equipment and personnel. 

• . ' ^' • ' ' 

On a sma;ir scale, contracted services appear to offer considerable 

savings for some school districts. 

Several school districts have one or t^o unusually high 

operating cost components .that inflate the. total cost of the 'transportation 
- ' . . . ' ' / . ^. ' 

program,^ \n many cases, tax advantages and state pur chasing^ can 

1 
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substantially reduce operating costs. Two areas where cost and 

0 4. ' . 

reductions can be obtained a/'g fuel and spare parts. . ^ 



School districts are exempt from the federal gasoline 
tax- of $. 04 per gallon. Fuel purchases made at retail pumps are 
reimbur>sable for the feder,al tax if application is^made through the 
retail gasoline dealer or the oil company. School districts rr/ust 
pay state taxes on gasoline, including the $. 07 per gallon flat rate 
tax and the 6 percent sales tax. 

Reductions in price are possible with bulk pur chasing «'of 

fuel. Typical discounts are $. 12 p^r gallon for bulk deliveries to 

• . , ■' * . 

550 gallon tanks and\17. 5^ for "truck and trailer" deliveries to> 

10, 000 gallon tanks.' Normally, 550 gallcii tanks' are the minimum 

size. required fo;r 3^ discount on bulk delivery. School districts- that 

cannot justify the capital cost of a gasoline tank or have a tank of 

less than 550 gallon -capacity can take advantage of -the price ... 

differential by purchasing from local municipalities that have large 

storage tank^. Provided that accounting procedures agreeable to ^ 

both parties can be arranged, this allows the school district to 

obtain 12 to $.17 per gallon, saving on gasoline witliout paying for 

a storage tank, . 



219 



• , - 203 

r- 

If ' f. 

The following districts currently purchase fuel at retail 
sales outlets.: Bolinas-Stinson, Fairfax, Kentfield, Lagunitas, 
Larkspur, Reed, and San Anselmo. " 

The state makes available to all school' districts its 
purchasing power under a cooperative purchasing arrangement that 
applies to all types of material and supplies,* ^including vehicle parts 
and equipment. The state publishes a quarterly booklet listing items 
that are offered under competitive bid. These include, vehicle parts 
such as tires, and tube's, air cleaners, oil filters, and other 
maintenance items. Competitive bidding enable^ these parts to be 
sold at 40 percent below the 20 percent net discount price typically 
available' to school districts from dealers. 

Good managem'ent techniques can also help reduce costs, 
axid frequently a knowledge of the experience. of other school districts 
can provide the needed information. The Marin County Schools Office 
processes school transportation cost reports ar'^ state reimbursement 
allotments and could act as a clearinghouse for information about , 
school transportation. 

. . 220^ 



^11, COMBINATION POTENTIAL 

The analysis of combination potential was conducted on a 
generalized basis" to identify the maximum potential that exists 
for combined service. This approach is^ not intended to provide 
precise costs and/or savings but to identify those areas where 
*combination''is''most feasible. Because of the generalizations used,-> 
the cost savings shown are the maximum attainable under ideal 
conditions v/hich are unlikely to be fully realized,"^ 

The existing local transit system, discussed in Chapter 8, 
serves most, of the developed areas of eastern Marin County, Of 
.the total twenty-one -school districts, only the following school 
districts in west Marin and northwest Marin are not served . by ^ 
regularly scheduled routes: Bolinas-Stinson, Laguna, Lagunitas, 
Lincoln, Nicasio, Shoreline, and Union, 

Combination Under Existing Transit System 

The percentage of students who. cduld be diverted from 
school^buses to public transit is shown in Table 39. This percentage 
is derived from^ estimates of the route coverage and level of service 
provided by the transit system in each school district. Factors 
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V&ere developed to provide a general measure of the transit linkage 
between residential areas and schools wher.e school transportation 
is now provided^ Obviously th'ese, linkages will be less optimum 
than assumed by the calculations but they are probably indicative 
of the relative potential for use of public transit in each school 
district. 

The number of pupils who are within walking distance of 

transit service was determined by calculating the number of bus ' 

stops within the quarter mile of transit routes. Each bus stop was , 

assumed to have an'equal proportion of the pupils presently bussed r 

and the sum of pupils at these stops was considered to be a 

reasonable estimate of total students within transit coverage. The 

procedure assumes that pupils using ^bus stops located a quarter mile 

away from transit rrtay have to walk ah additional distance to home. 

Other pupils will be- closer than a quarter mile. . » 

* • * ■ * * 

All elementary schools within a quarter mile of transit 

routes and all junior high and High schools within a half mile were 

identified to produce a per centage .of total schgols in each district 

with transit coverage. ( , 
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Convenience is defined as a bus arrival within thirty- 
minutes of school starting .^nd dismissal times. Starting and 
dismissal times at all schools in the district were summed and 
the number of times with convenient transit connections were 
represented as a percentage of the sum. For example, a district 
with four different starting and dismissal times^at each of four 
schools -would have a potential of sixteep transit connections. 
The process was simplified by assuming that all transit routes - 
with thirty minute headways would be able to provide convenient 
linkages in both ciirections. It is assumed that walking time would 
be co'mpensated by making minor modifications to starting and 

dismissal times. - ' " ^ ' 

V . 

The friction factor acijusts the transit potential percentage 
downward to account for the inconvenience of having to transfer 
.between transit routes (i. e. ^ "friction" in the free movement of 
tralisit patrons). Transfers are estimated to reduce patronage by 
10 percent; The 10 percent reduction is applied to school districts 
with two or more transit routes avai able for home to school, 
travel. 
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Transit' potential is the product of the' preceding four 
factors and indicates the percentage of students currently bussed 
by the school district who could be diverted to transit under these' 
idealized conditions. 

The ability of local transit to transport pupils who are 
now bussed ranges from 0 to 100 percent. The lack of any transit 
potential in Bolinas-Stinson Union, Lagunitas, and Shoreline 
Unifieci .School Districts is explained by the absence of conveniently 
schedu^led^^lo^SiJ. service in each district. Of the two districts with 
400 percent p^otential, Tamalpais Union falls into this category 
becaus'e the Special Golden Gate Bridge, highway, and Transportation 
District routes serving the school district are by^ definition public 
transit routes, Kentfield is the only other school district in'the 
county where every student presently bussed could conveniently 
take transit to school, - " - ♦ 

Poor transit coverage in outlying areas of the districts 

i. ^ , . 

accounts for much of the low transit potential. For example, Dixie 
has no service in Lucas Valliey; Mill Valley has no service in the 
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hill areas; and San Rafael does not have service on Pt. San Pedro 
Road. - - 



Jr^aor coverage of schools reduces Mill Valley's transit 
potential even further. Mill Valley has several schools situated 
well south of Miller Avenue that are inaccessible to transit. 

tack of conveniently scheduled transit contributes to a ' 
low transit potential in San Rafael.^ Route 21 'provides service to 
Santa Venetia schools on sixty minute headways, substantially 
reducing the number of schools that can be conveniently served. 
The result is a transit potential of only 9 per.cent, a paradox for 
a district with the most important transit junction (Fourth and 
Heather ton stree'ts) in Marin County. 

Route modifications could be made to increase the 
percentage of pupils able to public transit. However, the cost 
of such modifications is meksured in terms of both potential 
passenger revenue and revision of schedules and transfer points. 
The cost of these- modifications may, outweigh thfe benefits attained 
fronb additional pupil patronage, depending on ^lie value assigned to 
each modification. Potential route extensions to reach^the pupil 
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population are: (1) Route 50 on Atherton Avenue (Novato)j 

(2) Route 1 on Dlive Avenue (Novato); and /3) Route 21 on Paradise 

'Drive arjd Trestle Glen Boulevard (Reed). , s 

The maximum theoretical\saving i.i school transportation 
costs achieved by diverting pupils to public transit was det^ermined 
by estimating the number of buses eliminated by the diversion. A 
diversion curve (see Fi-gure 7) was developed to show^the ^ ^ 
correspondence between pupil reductions and bus reductions. The 
resulta^nt reduction in bus fleet size and the savings associated. with 
the reduction is presented in Table\ 40. 

The diversion curve assumes that a one for one 
correspondence between pupil reductions .and bus reductions is , 
.achievable only under optimum conditions. For example, a loss ' 
of sixty-six pupils would not normally correspond to the elimination 
of a sixty-six passenger bus (100 percent load factor assumed) 
because 6f the scattered locations in which the "pupil reductions 
would occur. 

' . ■* 

\ .The most probable relationship between pupil reductions 

.. " - ^ - 

and bus reductions is a one bus lag in reduction potential. For 
example, a ten bus system could conveniently drop a bus after a 
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20 percent reduction in pupil patronage, and a second bus after a 
30 percent reduction, and so on. For a two bus system, a 75 percent 
reduction in pupil patronage would have to be achieved before orie 
bus could be eliminated. Rerouting of th^ retnaining fleet would ,^ 
probably be .required. 

Three alternatives were analyzed to show possible combination 
potential,. ■ ' ■ 

Alternative System I - ^ 



' The reduction in school bus fleet size shown in Figure 7 is 
one alternative to the existing school transportation system, achievable 
by the. diver sion of pupils to public transit. The cost savings axe based 
on the assumption that each school^bus costs a proportionate share of 
the tr^sportation budget. Scale economies are assumed not to exist 
in school district bus operations. • \ ' - . 

• *t 

Alternative System I produces a total theoretical saving in 
school transportation costs of $87,330. This saving applies to home 
to scjiool transportation.c,osts, which are proportionate to the product 
of the total annual home to school miles and the average cost per mile 



for all district bus mileage. 



This assumes also that unused capacity exists on the 
affected public transit service. If commensurate public transit 
capacity must be added, the higher unit costs of public transit 
service over school transit would reduce the indicated savings. It 
must also be noted that the cost of transportation would be shifted 
from the schools to the pupils at the current $, 35 fare rate. The 
1, 884 pupils switching to public transit would incur a fare cost of 
over $1, 300 per day or $230, 000 for the school year. In order for 
combination to be a reasonable alternative in comparison to the 
savings realized, *round trip fares would have to be reduced to 
$*. 25 or less. ' r 

., ^ • • ' ^ 0 . ^ 

The proposed local transit system for Marin County is 
shown in Figure 8, This system substantially increases the 
geographic coverage and level of service offered by the presept 

: ' ^. ' . . ' 

system. The proposed system brings<,transit to eight communities ^ 

that are presently unserved and provides full day scheduled service 

to an additional, ten communities now served only intermittently. 

Transit will be within' walking distance of .67 percent of Marin Cdunty 
I? 

residences, \xt contrast to the present 45 percent. All weekday 
service' will operate from 6:30 a. m. to 10:3 0 p. m. , with at mo'st 
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thirty minute headVi/ay between ^buses, which incre*ase's the'ext%nt 

to which home to school transportation can be provided. Service 

to the, high schools- in the. *Tamalpais Union High School District is 

assumed to cbntinue in the present form. . ' 

♦ • 

The sarne procedure used in the analysis of existing transit 

to determine the number of pupils' transit can ;serve was also employed 

in the analysis of the proposed system as shown ip Table 41. 

• ■ . , , , 

r 

Some school districts experience substantial gains in. 
transit service. Transit capability for pupil transportation increases 
from 12 percent to 78 percent in Dixi6 and from' 14 percent to 59 
percent in San Anselmo. In Novato, transit poteiitial increase's from 
23 per'cent to 48 percent, Most. of these increases are attributable to 
route extensions, particularly in areas presently served only by 
school transfjortation. ** 

Minor route modifications Should be considered in* two^ school 
districts to serve the maximum number of pupils. In Larkspur, 
Magnolia Avenue should have service between Doherty Drive and 
Tamalpais Driye. - Tamalpais DriveT likewise, should Have service 
between Magnolia Avenue and. the Highway lOl interchange. Proposed 
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Route 1 could be diverted along these streets with only a slight 
increase in mileage and time. ^ ^ 

Iii the Reed Union School District, Route 19, should be 



extended to Route 11 via Trestle Glen Boulevard, so pupils in the 

Paradise Cay area, can ride tran'sit to elementary and junior high 

,.*•»- 

schools in the southern part of the Tiburon peninsula. 
Alternative System II ^ ' 

M ■ ' ' ^ ■ 

" The ^theoretical cost sa.vingS' produced by pupils using the 

•J ' • . • 

proposed public transit system are presented in Table 42. The 

diversion of pupils to transit and tKe resultant savings comprise 

Alternative System II. In relative terms, more than half of the 

pupils now bussed by school districts could be carried on the prbposed 

transit system. The potential savings of $269, 015 achieved by the 

reduction in school buses represents 24 percent of the present cos-t 

of home to school transportation, or 22 percent of the total school 

transportation budget. ^ ; 

The capability of the proposed system to 'accommodate pupil 
patronage should be significantly greater than in the existing system 
due'to the high frequency of service and the number of routes' available 
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It is. assumed that the' Tamalpais Union High School, District 
routes would continue to operate in the proposed system. However, 
if these routes are ^discontinued, high school pupils would have to ° 
utilize the basic local route system betweeii home and school. 
Approximately fifty students would be without transit services as a 
result and an alternative bussing plan for these students is presented 

as follows. ',-r-' v.^''^'' 

Some, of these students travel from Nicasio, some^rom : — 

li-na-s-an-d^Stihsbn Beach, and a few from Sausalito. The major 
objective is to provide alternative transportation for the Bolinas; 
Stioson Beach, and Nicasio pupils. It is proposed that'Bolinas-Stinson 
Lagunitas, and Mill Valley school districts be contracted with to bus 
students to the nearest available transit service or directly to school. 
Bolinas-Stinson and Mill Valley would split the transportation between 
Bolinas and Tamalpais High School, with Bolinas-Stinson furnishing 
twelve miles a't J:he current rate of $,.70 per mile" and Mill Valley 
furnishing four miles at the rate of $. 89. per mile. Assuming four 
trips per day for each district, the to'tal cost would be $8, 500 annually. 

The same type of contractual arrangement would be made 
with Lagunitas School District, except that students w^ould be bussed - 
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to Sir Francis Drake Boulevard in San Geronimo to transfer to 
Route 65 services or to the Route 23 terminus in Fairfax, "^e cost 
, of this service annually would be approximately $5, 000 at the present 
Lagunitas.per mile operating cost of $1. 19- 

Together these measures would proyide alternatives ^or all 
Tamalpais Union High Schqol District pupils presently furnished with 



special Gtgld exiL_Gate-&r-id g e"H^L ghw ay, a nd .Transportation District 

^ • ■ *• ■ _ ' ;v- ^ 

service. The cost to the district would be ap'proximately $13, 500, 
resulting in a saving of $21, 500 from the present cost of $35, 000. 

■■■■>-■ .. ' ■ ^ ■ • • 

Augmented' System , . 

The augmented system addresses the potential for using 
school tratij^poTtation ^systems as a vehicle for providing transit in 
areas where transit is clearly not feasible at the present time. The 
augmented system specifically addresses the question of derpand 
responsive service. The ability of^demand responsive transit to 
fulfill travel needs that cannot be served by the proposed fixed route 
transit system is recognized and the op^jrating characteristics and 
equipment resources of the school districts are regarded . as an 
appropriate base- structure for the system. • 
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Table 43 presents the available buses and estimated^ 
patronage .for demand responsive transit in each school district. 

r Patronage was determined by using a percentage of total 

- ■• * - ' ' ' ' . 

district population as the estimated daily ridei'ship. Normally 
1 percent o'f the population is regarded as a conservative estimate 
of daily'patronage in areas without extensive fixed route transit 



•6 , 
service. However, a more conservative factor of . 33 peicent was 

used due to the extensive fixed route ti^ansit service provi^ied by 

the proposed transit system. The factor was applied to 1975 dwelling 

units in each district, assumin'g an average ratio of 2. 9 persons per 

dweiling unit, . ' 

Although school transportation systems provide a viable 
base on which to build demand responsive service, operating 
responsibility could be assigned in a number of different ways. One 
option is for school districts to provide the administrative personnel 
and facilities required for demand responsive service. Another 



^Arrillaga, Bert and Mouchahoir, G. E. '^Demand-Responsive 
Transportation System Planning Guidelines," (Washington, D, C ; 
Mitre Corp. , April 1, 1974). 
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TABLE 43 , • . 

• AUGMENTED SYSTEM FLEET ' 
RESOURCES AND ESTIMATED PATRONAGE 



school" 

DISTRICT 


AVAII,ABLE ' 
- < BUSES 


PATRONAGE 

@ 3% OF TOTAL 

DWELLING UNITS 


•Bolinas- 
Stinson 


2 -c 


18 

6 


• Laguriitas * 


3 


. 30 ' „ 


Shoreline 


14 




- ALL DISTRICTS 


19 ' 

Si 


90 
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option is the Whistle Stop Wheels program, which, currently has 

dispatching facilities and administrative personnel, A third 

operation is School Bus Service (Mark IV- Bus Lines) which furnishes ^ 

transportation to four school districts, Biis operating rates for each; 

oi these alternatives have been considered in determining the*^ cost of 

■' ■ .- ' / ' t 

the service (Table 44); however, no estimate has been made of 

.. ■ *» 

capital cost -for radios or vehicle pur chases , 

The projected level of sfervice is based on the school 
calendar. Public transit service would be furnished on weekdays 
during the school year from 9:00 a.m, to 2:00 p,*m, and from 
4:00 p. m. to 6:00 p, m. , enabling school transportation to be 
furnished, from 7:00 a;m. to 9:00 a, m, and from 2:00 p, m, to 
4^:00 p.m. The net nttmber, of available demand responsive service 
hour s is assumed to be four, due ta the fact ttiat split sessions and 
other school district transportation "activities require buses for three~ 
, hdurs in midday.' 



The net cost of demand re,sponsive service is estimated io 
be a maximum of $277, 000, based on a minimum fare of $./25 per 
trip. The net cost per passenger with this fare structure is ,$14, 35. 
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This cost is extremely high compared to other^ demand responsive 
transit systems. It is unlikely that the ''cost of the augmented 
system could be justified as a transit expenditure even with the 
demand responsive feature, 

Su,mmary of Alternativ^» Systems Costs 



The total cost of each alternative system, is presented j.n 
Table 45^ School district transportation costs are based on 1973-74 
budgets and include all transportation activities, including field' trips 
and other non home to school transportation. ' The co«t of Marin 
County Scho'bls Office transportation is also included. 

The cost of the existing'transit' system is exclusive of ^the 
out of packet cost to users. The figures shown a.re 19'75-76 estimajbes 
of the MaVin County Transit District/transportation budget, including 

■ _ \ _^ ■ - ^ ■ . ■ : ' . : . ' . . ■ ■ 

subsidization of GGBHTD local service, planning and administration, 

\- ' ■ . . 

and support to the Whistle Stop Whe-els program, 

J The propdsed transit system costs reflect the 197 5^76 

operating budget as estimated by the MCTD. Special service to the 

\ * 
Tamalpais Union High School District is not included in this budget, 

■ ■ .\ - - 
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12. OPERATIONAL ALTERNATiVES 

. The analysis of transit accessibility at trip ends carried 

out in the^ foregoing analysisjwas carried a step further by examining 

^specific transit linkages between residentiaLneighborhoods and 

schools.- Existing transit routes were evaluated in terms oi their 

correspondence with school transportation route networks. 

Alternate routings and new routings were considered if the needs 

of both pupils and the general public, could be conveniently served. 
"... ' ■ ^ . < • 

Nine alternatives were developed for discus sion*'with the 

Technical Advisory Committee. These alternatives are grouped 

into three classifications and are shown in Figure 9: alternatives* 

whic^a use existing transit service without changes to routes or ♦ 

. 

schedules, alternatives which require modifications to existing 

- - • ■ - - - - - , - - , . ^ . , . . . 4 

transit, service, and alternatives whicti ..require the development of 
service. Where fe.lternatives were based on existing -transit service^ 

I 

scjiedules were prepared to sliow the correspondence between school 

transportation service and transit service'. ' * 

\ - "1 

\ - . ■ * * 

' , • n' ' . 

The scope of service was defined for each alternative and . 
an order of magriitude cost estitinated, where applicable. -The 
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allocation of costs to school, districts could'not be determined 
without more detailed devej[dpment of the alternatiyes, hence only: 
total costs' ar e shown. 

The alternatives ar'e listed as follows and mapped in 
^Figure 9. Each alternative ^contains a description and uuol factor. 

if ■ -> a . ■ 

(1) Bolinas-Stinson Demand Responsive Transit; 

. ( 2) San Geronimo Valley Trans it^-Lagunitas ; 

yi) Modificatfon of Transit Route 27--San Anselmo; 

, (4) Dixie Transit; 

(5) New Transit Route from Santa Venetia to Peacock Gap; 

(6) Improved Transit Service between Tiburoia and 
Kentfield; 

- (7) S'ervice -for Marin City High School Students; , , 

(8) Service for Marin City Elemeiltary School Students; and 

,(9) Service for Kentfield Middle School Students. 

•» ■ - 

Alternative 1: Bolinas -Stinson Demand Responsive Transit 

= " " p 5 

\ ^ ■ 

\ The Bolinas-Stinson area does not currently have transit 
service but the need for some type of public trainsportation is . 
recognized by both the local community and the Marin County Transit 
District. The objective of this alternative is to examine the establishment 
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of local transit' in the Bolinas-Stinson area and the assumption 
that providing school transportation in conjunction with public 
tr^anspor tation will enable bettei; service to be provided at less 
cost than a system serving the general public alone. 

a , ■ ^; ' . , ' ^ ^ ^ . - . ^ 

A midsize bus of the'transcoach type ^r similar 

config^uration would substitute for one of the two BolinasrStinson 

school buses during school hours 'and would serve the general 

public^during the remainder of the day. During school hours both 

hom^ to school transportation arid field trips would be provided. 

During non school hours the bus would provide demand responsive 

service to the community and scheduled trips to Mill Valley. 



The estimated total cost^for this type of transit operation 

■\ ■ ~ 

over a 176 day school year is as follows: 



^ Capital Cost of Bus 

3 Cost of Radio Dispatching Equipment 
Annual Bus Operating Cost 

@ 100 miles per weekday 
' @ $1, 61 per mile 

Annual Cost of Dispatcher 

•Total Cost 



$33, 000 
2, 000 



28,336 
10, -^0 
|73, 336 
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Alternative 2: San Geronimo Valley Transit- -Lagunita s 



This alternative initiates transit for the San Geroninno 
Valley, The backbone of the operation, is an extension of Golden 



Gate Bridg 



J, Highway, and Transportation- District Route 23 that 
now operates between San Rafael and Fairfax, Adding one bus to 

\ ■ ■ 

this route would allow direct Service to be provided to the San 
Geroninrio Valley at sixty nninute intervals. This bus would serve ' ' 
the home to school transportation needs in its' circuit of the valley, 
follo'wing a route nearly identical to local school bus routes, 

A second bus would provide home to school transportation 
during school hours and provide specialized transportation during 
non school hours. The specialized,.service could take a number of 

' » L ' ■ 

forms, ' depending on the specific target group, equipment required, 
and time available," The following options are proposed: 

1, Express trips to clinics and hospitals in ea^t 
Marin allowing direct access to these facilities for both valley 
residents and residents en route, 

2, Express trips to shopping centers in San Rafael and 
vicinity, targeted specifically at senior citizens, ' Could be combined 
with. No, 1- above. 
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N 3. Trips beginning and ending in. San Geronimo Valley 

and linking "nnaj or activity centers in east central Marin have two 
objectives: to provide ^onvei^ent access to these centers for valley 
residents (incorporating Nos. 1 and 2 above); and to provide nnore 
direct service than offered by existing routies. An innportant feature 
of the, -project will be to evaluate whether direct transit linkage to 
these services substantially increases use of the transit system'by 
transit dependents. 

Costa were estimated as follows : 

500 daily operating miles 

@ $1. 61 per mile " • $800 

$800 @ 176 schooldays $140, 800 annual cost 

Alternativ e 3 i^-^Modificatipn of Transit Route 27 — San Anselmo 

\ The service„area of GGBHTD Route '27 includes most of 
the San Anselmo School District and the route location corresponds 
closelv with the routes of San Anselmo school buses. This 

■ ■ ■ ■ ^ ■ ■ ; - ■ ■ .\ ■ 

alternative provides fbr-the coordination of school schedules and 
transit schedules so that transit can conveniently serve home to 
school travel. , It is designed to replace one of the two school buses 
currently operated by the school district. 
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' • Modifications to Route. 27 schedules necessary to 
accommodate school travel needs would expand the 9:00'a. m. to 
4:00 p. m. operating* day for Route 27 an additional hour, requiring ^ 
- some additional expense, as follows:' *' „ 

Existing Cost $65, ?14 

Proposed Annual Cost $7Q, 431 ' 

. Difference .$ 5,217 

Alternative 4: Dixie Transit' 

* The Dixie School District operates many school bus trips 

V over major arteries, such as Las Gallinas Avenue, ■ Freitas Parkway, 
Miller Creek Road, and Lucas Valley Road, as shown in Table 46. 
Transit operationvOver a similar route between « lower Lucas Valley 
and Terra Linda could serve both school travel needs and community 
travel needs. This alternative provides for the modification of 
GGBHTD^^oute''27 or the development of a new feeder route operating 
exclusively in the Dixi^ School District with three buses. The service 

' .. . • " . • o - . 

H. . . * • 

would potentially replace bet\veen one and two of Dixie's four school 
bus^s and \vould demonstrate the feasibility of using home to school 
pupil travel patterns as a major, determinant in alignment of a new 
transit route. 



251 



235 



w 

.A 

< 



Q 

< 



CO 

Z 

■ & 
Q 

■ D 
W H 
U W5 



^ CO 
X 



o 
o 

u 

,co 



W 
O 
Q 

•cq 

W 
H 

< 

w 

Q 

O 
O 



CO ffi 
I— I 

Q >^ 

o u 

< 

O 

P. 
CO 



O 

H 

W 

> 
< 







— 


























m 






















• 




o 






















































* 


. « • 




































** 


o. 


o 
























o 






















in 


lA 






o 
















































• 




m 










O 












• 


•• 












to 










m 














m 




*• 












































ro 


m 














































o 


in 








in 




o 










m 










<N 




rH 
































o, 


m 


CO 








m 




rn 










— 


— 




















O 
























H 
























• 


m 


CN 
















































r* 






























rH 




























o 
























CN 


o 










o 
























m 
•• 


rH 












ro 










CN 




























- 


















. > o 


























CN 


m 




















• 




m 






in 




■n 
























rH 












■CO 












CN 


. rsi 


















-a 
























p:: 




a> 


00 










, , 

o 


, — , 
in 






















m 
























00 


00 






o 
























C>i 




00 






















o 


rH 










o 










4J 














rH 




m 








00 


00 












rH 














































CO 


00 










1 










O 










in 














rH 


CN 


m 












(N 












in ^ ♦ 










rH 


fN 


















4J 












AM 




















































o 


o 






















m 








o 


























in 


00 






















o 


rH 














, 








t. 






































O 


CO 


>l 


















• 


rH 












- 






•H O 










•H * 














o o 










C) rH 














x: 










0 














c u 










C 0. 






o 




in 




















m 




in 




^ U 






in 


o 


^ u • 


















o 


(N 








































•H 
























c w 










C CP 






































0) tA 










0) as 














5 -H 












































co 




<D a 






>i 




(1) 0 






>i 
















p 






4J 


w • 


, 3: 




















•H 






0) £ 






^ O 


to ' 


' (1) 13 






u 


<d 


03 






















0 










f1 










c 


H U 


O 










•H 




> 






•H 




? 










. U 


r 










e 13 
















<U' c 




















" i. 

















a 

> 
u 



O 

u 



(0 



c 

•H 
4J 
CA 
-rH 

X 

o 

(1) 



(A 

(1) 
c 

a 
c 

(A 

o 

e 



n3 
o 

-8 

CA 

(U 

u 

M 

o 



o 



04 

o 

(A 

0) 
(A 
O 

a 
o 
u 



erJc 



■ . ^ ■ ■ 236' 

-» ■ • * 

Estimated costs for three buses are as follows: 

3 buses @ 180 daily miles = 540 miles -per day 

540 miles @ $1. 61 per mile = .$869 per day 

176 school days @ $869 = $153,000 ; 

Alternative 5: New Transit Route from Santa Venetia to Peacock Gap 

This alternative reestablishes a -transit route in San Rafael . 

^^^^ . ' . . ' . 

that was discontinued several years ago: from Santa Venetia through 
the downtown area and..along Pt. San Pedro Road to Peacock Gap. 
The route has potential for serving Santa Venetia Middle School 
pupils who live in the vicinity of. Pt. San Pedro Road and San Rafael 
High School students who live in Peacock Gap and in Santa Venetia. 
Currently San Rafael School District operates nine school buses 
along this route to serve both schools. Rerouting GGBHTD Route 21 
to Peacock Gap from San Rafael and increasing frequency and hours 
of service would provide an alternative to large scale school bussing. 

Costs'were estimated for basic service at thirty minute - 
headways and eight additional school trips as follows: 
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\ 

48 trips @ 10 miles . = 480 miles per day 



480 miles @ 176 days = 85, 000 annual miles 
85, 000 miles @ $1. 61 = $135, 000 •\ 



8 school runs = $37,000 V 

total Cost = $172, 000 \ 



Alternative 6: Improved Transit Service Ket^veen Tiburph and Kentfield 



between Tiburon and Kentfield: Route 5, Route 10, Route! 21, and 



RQute 45 (Tarhalpais Union High School District service), \ Ho>vever, 
none of these routes serve the six schools that exist in theWree 
school district^" en route. Cursory analysis demonstrates that minor 
adjustments to school schedules would enable pupils attending these 
schools to ride transit. The result would be the elimination of two 
to four school buses. A logical source of transit service wovild be 
to extend Route 21 from east Corte Madera to Tiburon and expand 
both the frequency of service and the service day. Route 45 would 
be eliminated. .No cost was estimated. 
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Alternative 7: Service for Marin City High School Students 

Margin City students attending Redv^ood High School jand 
Tamalpais High School are provided with home to school transportation 
by the Tamalpais Union High School District under contract with Marin 
City Transit at a cost of $25, 000 annually/' Golde^Gate Bridge, 
Highway, and Transportation District buses operate on the same 
routes as Marin City Transit. Tamalpais High School is easily ^ 



accessible without a transfer and Redwood High School requires one 
transfer. These trip^' would be slj-ghtly less convenient than the 
existing school bus service, as shown by the schedule comparison in 
Table 47. However, even if students were reimbursed for each transit 
trip at the $.35 fare, the high school district could save $8, 300 annually. 

Marin City Transit county contract $25, 000 

140 pupils @ $.7 0 per day @ 176 days $17, 300 
^- ' Difference $ 8, 300 

Alternative 8: Service for Marin City Elementary School Students 

Golden Gate Bridge, Highway, and Transportation District 
busies operate frequently on Route 10 between Marin City and Sausalito, 
as shown in Table 47. This service could provide an alternative to 
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the school buses operated by the Sausalito School District. School 
children' would have to walk slightly farther from Marin City 
apartment units and from Sausalito schools to use GGBHTD buses 
and it is uncertain whether Sausalito would realize any savings in 

bussing costs. No cost was estimated. ^ - \ 

■ \ k 

- r ' ■ ^ . . \ 

Altern ative '9: S-ervice for Kentfield Middle School Students \ 

.- f . " \ 

\' 

showed that Kentfield is better served by transit than any school \^ 

• -X . ■ / ■ ' '"■ ■ ' ' 

dis€r4cbin M'ar in 'County. When spe.cific transit routes in the school 
district wete examined, opportunities were found for bussing 
Greenbrae students and Kentfield Middle SchcJbl students^y transit, as 
shown in Table 48. Whether this alternative would enable Kentfield to 
reduce bussing'cpsts is uncertain.. No cost was estimated. 
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-13. DEMONSTRATION PROJECT 



• A major aim of'this study was to develop' a demonstration 
project to test the feasibility of ^alternative-transportation systems. 
• This process required developing, a workable plan for the demonstration 
'project including -selection of demonstration alternative's, consultation 
with effected school districts, investigation of demonstration poroject 
funding sources, and preparation of detailed project proposals. , 



Selection of Alternatives ' " , V _ ■ 

jh 

The objectivie established for the demonstration project . 
t» * . 

at the outset of the study wag to test consolidation or combination ^ 

/as a means of making school and public transportation systems more 

* />■* ■■" 

t cost effective. The objectives listed on page 18 would be used to 

, ' J. ■■ . 

evaluate the feasibility of the project. > ^ ^ 



Altern^-tives deVeloped during the cour se ,of * the practicurri 
V (presentejd in chapters 10 and 12) were evaluated aU candidates for v 
tl%e demonstra'tion project. The prime criterion for selection was 
that, the demonstration be comprehensive enough to allow the results 
to be applied to the entire county. ^» 
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Consolidatibn alternatives were rejected as candidates 
because of limited application to other school districts. The 
Dixie and San Rafael consolidation proposal is unique and cannot be 
applied elisewhere in the county-. The large scale consolidation 
alternatives are not expected to produce long term net benefits for* 
the participating school districts. ^ ^ 

I 

Combination alternatives have a wider application to Marin 
CQunty. Each of the nine alternatives presented in Chapter 12 is a 
potential demonstration project for testing the cost effectiveness of 
combined transportation systems. Three alternatives could be 
implemented without funding assistance: alternatives 7, "8, and 9* 
These alternatives utjlize surplus capacity in existing public transit 
routes to provide^school transportation and would provide an effective 
demonstration oTf combined'systems. However^ tke high level of 
transit service in thfejse demonstr^ati'on areas is not found throughout 
the county, and the demonstrations .could not be generally applied to 
'Other school districts. • . ^ ^ . ^ 

Most school districts require varying degrees of irnpr oyement 
in the level of transit- service to enable a combined system to 
effectively provide school transportation. The value of the . . 
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demonstration project lies in providing the seed mpney for capital 
and operating assistance over a one year perio'^ to achieve the 
increase in the level of transit service. An integral part of the 
demonstration project would be to devise procedures for utilizing 
savings accrued by the school district to defray the cost of the 
service increase. Whether the combined service would continue to 
operate without funding assistance subsequent to the demonstration 
year would depend on the level of expenditure and the degree to which 
school district costs we-re reduced. 

The Technical Advisory Committee met on September'lS, 1975 
and recommended that two alternatives be selected for the demonstration 
project and be expanded into detailed proposals. The<.two alternatives 
recommended were: Alternative 2: San Geronimo Valley Transit- - 
i Lagunitas; and Alternative 3: Modification of Transit Route 27-- 
San Anselmo, ' - ^ ' 

' ^San Geronimo Valley Transit- -Lagunitas 

Four factors were involved in the selection of this alternative. 

1. Transit and school bus routes would virtually coincide 

if transit were provided in the San Geronimo Valley. 
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2. School schedules exhibit a spread of starting \and 

dismissal times that could be readily adjusted to correspond with 
a transit service operating on thirty minute headways. 



3. All students currently bussed could be carried o 

public transit. 



1 



4. The need for transit in the San...Geronimo Valley is 

\ >■ / 

well recognized. Multiple target gri>ups would be served, including 



elementary school pupils, high schdol students, college students, 



commuters, and the general public/. 



/ 



Initiating transit service/would require an estimated 

. - / ■ ■ / 

$136, 000 duting the school year j However, given the above listed 

i _ - / . 

needs and opportunities the plan! cLppeared qualified to attract funding 

I ■ • ' / 

from a variety of sources, incliiding the Marin County /Transit District, 

' r - / 

the Lagunitas School District, dnd federal demonstration grant 

- . - . / 

programs. Alternative detailed plans were prepared and presented 
to the Lagunitas School District Waff and board on October 1, 1975. 
Simultaneously, assessment of demonstration funding potential from 



the Urban Mass Transportation Administration (UiylTA) was sought. 

V / 

The school board voted to present the plan to the community f or 
approval contingent on obtaining favoirable endors^ement from UMTA. 
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Four sub-alternatives -were developed for the San Geronimo 
Valley to provide a range of choices in selecting a final demonstration 
project. These alternatives are contained in Appendix XV. A brief 
synopsis of each alternative is presented belo^w: 

Alternative A : Golden Gate Bridge, Highway, and Transportation 
Route 23 Extension provides frequent direct service to east Marin for 
valley residents; no special services; and thirty minute headways. 

Alternative B: College of Marin Shuttle provides high level 
of service to alljCollege of Marin students en rout'fe; does not provide 
all school transportation; and sixty minute headways. 

Alternative C: San Geronimo Valley" Shuttle provides 
excWUent service to schools; twenty minute headways; possibility 
of special services within valley; and hourly connection^ with Route 23 
in Fairfax. ^ 

Alternative D: San Geronimo Valley-College of Marin 
Shuttle provides high level of service to College of Marin students; 
may not provide all school transportation; and costly. 
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In consultation with the Lagunitas School District, a - • 
variation of sub-alternative '^A'* was selected for refinement. The 
full description of thi^^ff plan is contained in Appendix XVL In brief, 
the plan provides for an extension of one Route 23 bua, and bases 
another bus in the San Geronimo Valley, This approach enables 
direct connections to be made to east Marin, but still allows a 
versatile operation to be conducted within the San Geronimo Valley. 
The valley bus is proposed to operate as a school bus; as a demand 
responsive vehicle within the valley; and in service to east Marin 
for special travel needs. - 
I 

It was recognized that GGBHTD should be the -operator of 
the system if the demonstration were to apply to other school district 
where GGBHTD also operates. Typically GGBHTD policy in 
situations where local bus operations are replaced by GGBHTD is to 
hire the drivers. For the one year demonstration project, this policy 
is helpful in ensuring that school bus drivers would still be available 
if the project were not continued at the end of the funding year. 

The cost o£ the San Geronimo Valley Transit alternative 
would depend on the specific program adopted. The general estimate 
of a total cost of $136, 000 per school year is clearly well beyond the 
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means of the Lagunitas School District and would require funding 

support both during and subsequent to a demonstration project, A 

f. 

detailed breakdown of project cost and anticipated revenues is 
presented in Appendix XVI. < 

/ ■ 

Modification of Transit Route 27--San Anselmo , 

The correspondence of transit routes and school bus routes 
in the San Anselmo School District indicated a potential for combined 
service. More importantly, the school board was ccDnsidering the 
elimination of all school transportation for the 1975-76 year due to 
funding shortages. In anticipation of this event, a flyer had been 
sent to parents requesting them to identify how their child^would 
trav'el to school if home to school transportation were not provided. 

The detailed combined services plan prepared demonstrated 
how public transit could provide home to school transportation for 
half the children bussed during the 1974-75 school year. The plan 
required modification to school schedules and additional bus trips 
on GGBHTD Route 27 within the San Anselmo School District. The 
additional cost was estimated to be $5, 000. The San Anselmo School 
District could' benefit iA two ways: if bussing were eliminated, 
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50 percent of the pupils previously bussed would continue to receive 
home to school transportation; if bussing were continued, one bus 
could be eliminated at a potential saving of $11, 000 and the school 
district could then subsidize the additional transit 'service and still 
recover $6, 000 in savings. ^ 

Golden Gate Bridge, Highway,^ and Transportation District 
Route 27 v/as modified to duplicate in part the route pattern employed 
by San Anselmo School District buses. Schools were included in the 
route alignm^ent as shown in Figure 1 0 without making major deviations 
in the existing route integrity. 

Pupil origins and destinations were mapped to facilitate the 
calculation of maximum loadings on buses, as shown in Table 49. 
Only areas currently provided with bussing were included. 

More trips were added to Route 27 to accommodate a higher 
volume of passengers during peak periods. The result is the explicit 
schedule shown in Table 50. Additional bus trips are kept to a 
minimum. However the cost is expressed in unequal headways and 
unevenly distributed express runs. 
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TABLE 50 



PROPOSED SAN ANSELMO SCHOOL SCHEDULES 



SCHOOL 



Grade 



Sl'ARTING TIME* 
Existing Proposed 



DISMISSAL TIME 
Existing proposed 



Sleepy Hollow 



Brooks ide 



1 - 


3- 


8:55 


9:30 




2 :00 


2:35 


4 - 


5 


8:55 


9:30 




3:10 


3:45 


1 - 


3* 


10:05 


10:20 




3:10 


3:35 


1 - 


3 


8:55 


9:15 
9:/5 




2 : 00 


2:20 


4 - 


5 


8:55 




3:10 


3:30 



ROUTE 27 PUPIL PATRONAGE BY TRIP 



START ' BUS TRIP 



SCHOOL 

Sleepy Hollow 



Hidden Valley 
Brookside 



GRADES 

1-3 
4-5 
1-3* 
kd^n.* 
kdgn . * 

6 - 8 

1-3 
4 - 5 
kdgn . * 
kdgn . * 



TIME 

9:30 am 
9:30 am 
10:20am 
'8:55 am 
12 : 10pm 

8:45 cim 

9:15 am 
9:15 am 
8:45 am 
12:15pm 



NO. 

» 

3 
3 
4 
2 
5 



3 
3 
2 
5 

TOTAL 



PUPILS 

24 
32 
24 

8 

8 

24 

21 
14 

7 

7 

169 



DISMISSAL 
TIME 

2 :35. pm 
3^5 pm 
3:35 pm^ 
11:55am 
3:10 pm 

3:13 pm 

2:20 pm 
3:30 pm 
11:45am 
3:15 pm 



BUS TRIP 
NO. 

i4 
15 
15 

15 • 
14 

14 

13 
14 
12 
14 



* Staggered schedules 
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A corresponding change was required in school schedules, 
as indicated in Table 50. The largest such change v/as thirty-five 
minutes, 

, Pupil patronage was disaggregated by starting and dismissal 
times ais indicated in Table 50 so that' students could be assigned to 

o 

bus trips,' Bus loadings were calculated in Table 49 and combined 
with existing patronage from the San Domenico School. Maximum 
.loading was seventy pupils, which exceeds bus capacity, (GGBHTD 
policy is to permit fifteen standees in addition to the forty-five seat 
passengers, allowing a total load of sixty passengers), 

^ The cost characteristics of the modified system areo 

presented in Table 51, Rescheduling buses added only one and a 
.half hours (8 percent) to the total service day. Costs increased in 
the same proportion, from $65, 000 to $70, 000, requiring an 
additionaLfc^xpenditure of approximately $5, 000, Revenues are 
assumed to remain the same. - 

* ■> 
More than half of the San Anselmo District's transportation 

requirements are met by this plan. It is assumed that a bus an'd 

driver could be withdrawn from service and savings of $11, 000 
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TABjLE 51 

COST COMPARISON OF EXISTING (1974-7 5) 
AND PROPOSED ROUTE 27 



DAILY OPERATING HOURS 

EXISTING 



2 
3 

TOTAL 



.BUS NO. SCHEDULE 

1 8 : 12 a.m. -4 : 08 p.m. 



8:12 a.m. -4 :08= p.m. 

4:08 a.m. -3:43 p.m. 
8:17 a.m. -8:42 p.m. 



HRS 
8 



PROPOSED 



SCHEDULE 

8:05 a.m. -9:27 a.m. 

.3:4.8 p.m. -4:23 p.m. 

7:50 a.m. -4:24 p,.m. 

8:00 a.m. -4:00 p.m. 



17 



HRS. 

1.5 
• .5 

8.5 

8.0 



18.5 



Increase = 1 8.5 - 17 ' = 8^ 

17 



ANNUAL OPERATING COSTS 

EXISTING 
Expense $65,214 
Revenue ' 22,131 



Deficit . 



$43,083 
Difference = $5,,217 



PROPOSED 
$70,431. 
22,131 



$48,300 
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achieved/ If these sa^vings were realized, San Anselmo could 
finance the additional GGBHTD cost and s^ve a net $6, 000. Howeve^, 
the plan assumes no special fare reductions for student bus users 
and San Anselmo pupils would pay approximately $20, 000 in out of 
pocket costs to use the system. Added to the, operations cost increase, 
Uhis amount brings the total cost to $25, 000, compared with a savings 
to the San Anselmo School District of $11, 000, / , 

\ 

\ The conclusions that can be drawn from this illustration are 

as follows : ■ . ' 

1,.^ On a quid pro quo basis-, public transit is more 

costly than school ,bus sing. Even if the additional operations cost of 

$5, OOOywere not incurred, fare costs would exceed San Anselmo' s« 

\ ' ' - 
transportation saving by a margin of $93 000. 

\ 

i ■ . . 

Pupil patronage actually costs only $5, 000 in / - 

operationkl surcharge, assuming no decrease in existing revenue 

• • • . . ■ - ,'■../■ 

passengers as a result of schedule changes and capacity loads. . 

^ - . ' ■' ' .. ^ 

3. On routes where surplus' capacity is available, 

diverting pupils from school buses to transit incurs no ext(ra :public 
costs, even if pupils ride free (assuming no route changes). 



4. If transit service expanded at a future time, 

increased capacities on the transit system should permit more 

pupils to ride free at no additional cost to the system. 

\\ . . 

c 

The California Legislature on August 14, 1975 passed 
Senate Bill 220 providing additional revenue to school districts. As 

( 

a result of increased funding, the San Anselmo School District 
reinstituted hoipie to school transportation for the 1975-76 schdol 
year. The district ^vill continue to explore the plan developed in case 
of budget cuts in the 1976-77 school year. 

The Urban Mass Transportation Administration has verbally 
indicated that our project, San Geronimo Valley Transit- -Lagunitas, 
has low priority in terms of current fe^deraTdemonstration programs. 
However, no official word has been received at this time. 

The Technical Advisory Committee on November 12, 1975 
instructed me to continue to- seek funding sources for the project. ' 

It is recognized that the development of an evaluation model 
for the demonstration project was one of the major tasks in this 
pra,cticum, However, the TAC agreed that this was as far as we 
could go at this time. The Committee agreed to work with me in 

V ' 

t •' , . f 

1 
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developing an evaluation model using the objectives lis^ted on page 18 
when funding becomes available. ' " • ' . 

The prospe4t of enacting , legislation^^ 1 976 ^to provide 
financial support for a demonstration project will be discussed with 
local representatives Assemblyman Michael Wornum and Senator 
Peter Behr. . '" \ 

Two types of legislative support are to be explored. A 
direct appropriation could he authorized, or a temporary cha-rige,in :. . 
state school transportation reimbursement procedures could be» ^ 
obtained. Mpdification of the state reimbursement procedure to^ enable 
school districts to acquire affixed transportation allotment ratjier th^ 
a variable sum would provide more flexibility in. funding transit. 
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14. CONCLUSIONS - ^ 

School districts are encountering increasing budget pressures 
as a result of legislative restrictions on taxing authority, inflation, and 
declining enrollment. As a result, school transportation programs: are 
being eliminated or reduced in scope each year. Therefore, the issue 
is not so much whether transportation service can be provided in a 
more cost effective manner by school districts or public transit, but 

whether transportation will be provided to students at all in the future. 

/ - 

The impact on the student when school transportation is 
eliminated can be a severe hardship when, the distances are. great and 
no other form of transportation is available. There is also a safety 
concern, particularly among the^lower grades, when' students must 
walk along highway shoulders and cross unprotected intersections 
on the way to and from school. ': 

Consolidation 

While some potential has been identified for consolidating 
routes or maintenance functions between two school districts, there 
is no real potential for countywide consolidation. The individual 
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school districts appear to be making very efficient use of both 

! 

equipment and personnel in the service that is currently provided. 

' ^ ^ I \ ^ 

Combination i 

] . 

1 The potential benefits from a combined public transit and 

i 

school bus service are numerous,. These-include better use of public 
mc»\ies since fewer buses and drivers should be required, reduced 

i 

financial pressure on school district budgets, | and increased 

' - - i .-!'■•' \ 

utilization of public transit by school children' who would be more 
inclined to carry this practice into their adult behavior. Unfortunately, 

there are major financial, operational, and administrative barriers 

^ - ! \ \ . ^ 

that must be overcome in order to utilize these potential benefits. 

The information gathered in this practicum has shown that 
school bus operations have substantially -lower unit costs than public 
transit. For example, the average school district bus system cost 
in Marin County for 1973.-74 was $. 99 per mile or $. 25 per student 

i 

trip. Golden Gate Bridge, Highway, and Transportation District's 
average cost for Marin County local service is $1. 36 per mile or 

. t C » ' . 

3 

$. 59 per patron. -l' The rqajor reasons for these cost differences! 



'J'1974-75 costs. Corresponding figures foi; 1973-74 are $1. 18 ai|d $. 5: 



are drivers' wages, work rules, and different operational policies. " 
Public transit drivers receive 50 to 60 percent higher hourly wages 
than school'bus drivers. School bus service is provided primarily 
in the morning and ^afternoon, often with parttime drivers working 
split shifts. Therefore, any shift of school bus patrons to public 
transit has the appearance of increasing costs. The degree to which 
costs actually increase is a function of whether additional public 
transit routes and buses are added or excess existing capacity is -> 
used. . 

From a pragmatic standpoint, it is necessary 'to provide 
concrete incentives both to school districts and transit operators 
to take the risks of initiating programs for public transit to assume 
the burden for home to: school transportation. From the schools' 
^side, the current reimbursement formula used by the state for 
transportation subsidies provides little incentive for this risk 
taking. Under this formula a school district such as Lagunitas 
that currently lias 60 percent or more of fheir transportatio'n cost 
underwritten by the state would lose 60 percent of any savings back 
to the state. 

a 
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Efforts should be made by local officials through the state ' 
department of education and the legislature to obtain a fixed amount 
of transportation mo. lies from the state in lieu o'f the current sliding 
formula used for reimbursement. Such a position would appear to be 
in accord with the Serrano-Priest Decision which the legislature is 
charged with imple-menting. Also since the state is currently paying 
the transportation monies to the schools it would? not co3t them 
additional monies over what they are now spending. 

If this should take place, jrthe advantage to the local public 
transit agency is that they would receive the state transportation 
monies "through the schools by providing regular service that benefits 
the students. Providing service exclusively for schools does not haVe 
to be initiated, the local public transit agency does not incur any 
increase in costs and it obtains increased patronage and public 
support from the school districts. - < - 

The peak demands for public trans^ and school service occur 
at the same time in the morning'i although they ^re offset somewhat in 
t'he^afternoon. The school buses are sized to accommodate high^peak 
loads which result in vehicles of sixty to seventy passenger capacity. 
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Transit coaches are operating with forty-five to fifty passenger capacity 
and a greater number of coaches would be required to provide an 
equivalent level of service. * 

0 

This problem can be circumvented by spreading school • 
starting times and dismissal times to reduce the peak demand for 
school trips. Moreover-^^^he school day can be shifted to fit more 
precisely into the period of ^reduced demand for public transit 
(9:00 a. m, to 4:00 p. m. ). 

,The route structure of the existing public transit school 

» i ^ • ■ 

e 

busesrjLs also quite different. The relatively few local routes 
operated by GGBHTD are rather long and operate at thirty to sixty 
minute headways... School bus routes, particularly for elementary 
schools, are short loips that often vary with each j'un. 

Given the current size and headways of local public transit 
service, the Marin County Transit District does not have the 
resources to meet home to schooi transportation demands. Even 
with the expansion proposed by the transit district (and defeated by 

■ I . - ■ 

the voters) less than 50 percent of the capacitv needed for school 

I ' , ' . 

tr'ansportation would be available. Substantial additional public 
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transit service must therefore be provided before school travel 
demand could be met. 

The major administrative barriers to providing school 
transportation relate to the restrictions placed by the Urban Mass 
Transportation Administration on use of federal transit subsidie^s, 
the state' reimbursement formula, and the current fare policies 
which would shift the financial burden of transportation from the 
schools to the student. 

Under the UMTA regulations, home to school transportation 
can only be provided as part of regular revenue service. If the 
students pay regular fares, the substitution of public transit for 
. school transportation would cost students $2, 500, 000 at the $. 35 fare. 
If school children were to ride for free, it would also probably be 
necessary to allow all children to ride free ^ecause exemption from 
fares could not be applied selectively based on occupation. Such a 
policy would require the transit district to absorb a cost bf millions 
of dollars per year plus lose revenue from the, 40 percent of public 
transit patrons in Marin County who are students. Clearly, some 
middle ground is required if public transit should provide school 
service effectively. 
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A mechanism is needed to facilitate fare reductions for 
youth patrons. Justification for special fa^es can Be provided from 
three points of view. Youth are generally not employed and therefore 
are at an economic disadvantage in purchasing transportation services. 
In the home to school market the youth is a "captive" and steady 
customer v/ho v/ould use transit five days a v/eek. Traditionally, 
such frequent users of public transit have been accorded somev 

\ 

. ■ ' ' ' ' ^-^ 

reduction in fare since they are the backbone of! the transit service. 

Finally, the ability to -capture young pat3;ons in the transit system has 

. . . ■ • \ 

general benefits in establishing habit patterns for transit utilization as \ 
a.dults. 0 

The most common mechanism fpr providing fare differentials 
that meets all three of the above criteria is a commuter pass. This 
would allow the purchase of a multi-ride' pass for a discounted price. 
'Such a technique has two advantages for the proposed situation/Xi It 
restricts the reduced fare to .frequent users who mcost need the' subsidy, 
while charging occasronal passengers full fare. It would also provide 
a' convenient mechanism for the schools to transfer monies to the 
transit district through direct subsidy related to the actual number pf 
their pupils who v;ould be benefiting from the transportation service. 
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The need for contractual and administrative procedures between 
the carrier and the school district would also be reduced. 

A change in the education code would be required to allow 
the schools to use their state aid monies for this purpose without 
being penalized for any savings that result. The actions necessary . 
to bring this about have been discussed adequately in this. report. 

In summary, the orientation of public'transit to providing 

transportation to school students would provide a higher level' of " 

{> 

transit service to all Marin County residents at a substantial increase 
in cost, both to students and taxpayers. This cost would be borne 
primarily by the taxpayer* due to the subsidies that would be required. 
However, this is considered to be appropriate and consistent with 
the philosophy of supporting necessary public services with broad 
taxing powers rather than with user ch3.rges to the relatively sm^aller 
group using the system at any, point in time. 

As a r'^^sult of this project, the Technical Advisory Committee 
has^approved recommendations as follows: \ 
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Consolidation: , ' 

c? 

1. Large scale consolidation of school transportation 

systems should be avoided due to the following factors: general 

absence of,redundant services; lack of scale economics; insufficient 

. i 

maintenance facilities; long term trend toward public transit; and 

risks associated with increasing the size of operation. 

\ . ' ^ . . ^ 

^ . 2. Saji Rafael* s Terra Linda bussing should be 

consolidated with Dixie's transportation program to eliminate the 

provision of redundant services in the Dixie School District. 

3. The Marin County Schools Office should act as a 
clearinghouse for information on county school transportation 
operations/ and provide assistance in transportation management 
if requested by school districts. . o 

4. Substantial reductions in fuel and spare parts can 
be obtained under present county, state, and federal programs and 
regulations. It is recommended that these cost cutting measures 
be implemented in several school districts. 
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Combination : 

1. Nine alternatives are recommended as candidates 

for combining school and public transportation systems. Alternatives 
range from those permitting immediate implementation t^ substantial 
modifications of the existing transit system. 

2. San Anselmo and Lagunitas school districts are. 
recommended as sites for^a demonstration project. Modification of 
existing transit service is recommended at San Anselmo and initiation 
of new service is recommended in Lagunitas.^ 

Legislative : It is recommended tliat Marin County school 
boards, the Marin County Transit District, and the county boar^d of 
supervisors pursue state legislative suppo'rt for both a change to the 
education code '(state reimbursement formula for transporta1:ion 
assistance) and a demonstration project to provide increased public 
transit service to school students. • 

Ok 

As a; result of the Serrano-Priest Decision, the state board 
of education has developed a proposal that will support 50 percent 
of school transportation costs with state monies atid provide 



mechahisms for the remainder of the funds to be obtained from local 
tax sources. The demonstration projects outlined in this practicum 
would provide afi opportunity to test procedures for supporting and 
encouraging public transit service for school'transportation.. The 
project should be pursued with both education and transportation 
committees of the legislature with the emphasis on maximizing the 
transportation benefits for both students and the general public. 

Public Transit : The need for expansion nf pnblir <-T-«r.«u^r. 
Marin County has been recognized and documented by the Marin 
County Transit District. Unfortunately the voters of the county have 

* 

not been motivated to provide thejieces sary funds for the proposed 

transit expansion. Considering the increasing dependency the 

sfadents will have on public transit as more school. transportation 

service is eliminated", it is recommended that the school district 

boards of trustees take an active role in suppor^ting improved transit 

service. This should take i^e form of school board resolutions, 

appearances before the Marin County Transit District Board of 

Directors, and Dublic endorsement of future propositipns to provide 

'I - ' » • 

tax increases for transit expansion. As a condition to this support,' 

the Marin County Transit District should include in their goals and 
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operations plans; an increased level of service to schools in general ' 

I*' ' • 

,and specifically to. those school districts faced with major reductions 
* * - 

in transportation services, * j 

On November' 1'^, 1975, the Technical Advisory Committee 
" « ' , 

voted to continue the .work of^this project. .The committee pledged 

to join with the Marin County Schools Office and the Marin County 

• ■ • •■ J 

o ■ " . . 

• ■ * • •". ■■ . / 

Transit District to find way'S of implementing as many as possible of 
the nine alternatives presented. 

This praeticum has broug;ht together many agencies to try 
to solve a problem perplexing to all. The change in attitude of the 
various agencies is immeasurable. It is my opinion that Wis pr oject 
is only a seed to be nurtured. ^ . . y,, - ' - 

Recognizing that I was unable to actually implement a pilot 
project, this concept of combining services- without a legislative 
mandate is being accepted by a growing number of the agencies 
involved in this project. " \ 



\ 
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• EPILOGUE 

0 

The most important part of this practicum was to bring 
about change in the education community that Vv^ould reflect improvement 
as compared to pr*esent practices. There are many side benefits 
already evident as a result of this project. 

The most significant changes to date are as follows: 

1. Members of the 1 '■jchnical Advisory Committee yjere 
instrumental in getting the Marin County Tr^^nsit District Board- of 
Directors to reduce student fares from $. 35 to $. 25 beginning / 

■ f - 

January 1, 1976. I 

■ .. . - ° I ' " ' ■ ' • 

2. Tl^e/ Sausalito School District is contracting with the 
San Rafael School District maintenance of school buses at an 
"anticipated savings of $3, 000 per year. 



TheiDixie School District and the San Rafael School 



District have combined a bus run in Lucas Valley that allows the 

route for the high school students. Total 
savings will be approximately $1, 500 per year. ' ^ ^ 



^reductibn of one' bus 
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4. The Marin Coiinty Scho9ls Office has revised the 

job description for transportation supervisor/ Due. to retirement of' 
the present supervisor, the job description for the new director of 
transportation has, been, changed to an exe^pt«management position 
v^ith added responsibility of serving* as a consultant to school districts, 



5, The* Golden Gate Bridge, Highway, and' Transportation 

District and the Marin County Triansit District have agreed to a plan 
for transit service to Indian Valley Colleges, 

' ^ ' ^ / \ ' ' 

*6. The San Rafael School District B^ard of Trustees has • 

requested the Marin County Committee on School District Organization 
to study the unification of the Dix.ie and San Rafael School Districts. 
One of thp reasons for study is tp eliminate the duplication ot services 
such as school bus transportation. ' 



7. ^ There will be a joint meeting of the Marin County 
School Boai-ds AssociaHon and the Board of Directors of the Marin " 
County Transit District on January 8, 1976. This meeting will be to 
discus?: the alternative s" developed in the practicum. 
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EXCERPT FROM THE FINAL REPORT OF THE 

MARIN COUNTY GRAND-JURY, * • 

1973-74 , 

It is recommended that: 

16. The Board of Supervisors direct the ^!arin Transit District 
' '^'^ to study the .feasibility of incoroor acing transportation 

' Of public school students within the proposed 4>^panded 
intr a-coun ty ■ bus system. 

j> 

17. ^ The' County ^Schools Office and the school districts in urba n 

areas consider consolidating elsr^ehtis ^ of public school trans- 
portation . systerr.s ^ especially dispatch^, storage^ maintenance, 
and capital investment. 

o 

This comm.ittee initiated a three-phase study of 
the potential costs and benefits of combining 
the separate bus systems of the various county 
school districts with the Golden Gate Bridge, High-- 
v^y and Transpor t:atiorf District (GGBHTD) . The first 
phase examined the potential-* for providing., public 
school transportation service with existing GGBHTD <^ 
buses and drivers. The second phase assumed GGBHTD 
* would acquire necessary additional^ equipment and 

drivers to replace the' current school service. ^ Both 
of these studies resulted in^unf avor able conclusions.r 
the proposed system was either not feasibTe or too 
costly. 

The* objective of the third phase was the potential 
benefits of an expanded intr a-county system that, 
would provide transportation for all public schools 
except those operated by the County Schools Office 
and .small isolated school distr^icts. Required datai\^ 
could not be obtained or developed in time to allow 
the completion of this most important phase of the 
study during the tenure of the 1973-74 Gran'S^Jury. 

_._Pp_tential intr_a-county passengers could be dou bled 

by including public school students. Most- school 
.officials expressed keen interest in this possible 
solution to their transportation problem. 

This committee wishes to acknowledge the outstanding ; 
cooperation and^ support of the County Schools Ofjfice ^, \ 
and all school districts in the conduct of this* study. [ 
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Analysis of California Educ'ai^ion Code > 
Regarding School Transportation 

\ 

1. Governing Boarti of a \chool district may provide pupil transportation. 
(E. C. 16801) * • 

2. Governing Board of any school district ma'y contract for County Superintendent 
of Schools to provide pupil transportation, (E, C. 16801. 5) 

Example: Nevada County Superintendent of Schools ' ^ 

Mr. Edward Fellerson, Superintendent 
Grass Valley, California " Tel: (916) 265-2461 ■ 

Practice.: ' Separate school districts contract with County for pupil 
tr ansporjration, , " 

Buses remain in, title of separate -/school district but are 
operated, serviced and maintained by County Superintendent. 
Under this system, school district replacing bus qualifies 
for^ replacement allowances. / 

School districts pay County Superintendent contract fee. 

^ Qualifying school districts -continue to submit' transportation 
report to state for purpose of reimbursement. 
. *. 

3. Governing Board of any school district and/or County Superintendent of 
Schools may contract for transportation of pupils with a municipally owned 
transit system, (E.G. 16803.1) . 



Example: Sacramento^Regional Transit - Sacramento City Unified 

Practice: Governing Board requires parents or guardians of all or some 
of the pupils t**3-nsported to pay a portion of tlie cost of such 
transpor ta^tio'n in an amount'deter mined by the Board. No 
charge ngay be.made for handicapped c^hildre^i. Sacramento' 
City Unified pays a set annual amount for such pupil 
trans portation. ^ 

.Added Comment: School districts could issjae tickets to students as a , ^ 
means of determifiing number of students being transported 
who qualify (mileage wise) for pur noses of 'reporting 
transportation expenditures to state. 
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K-3 3/4 mile minimum v. . . r 

• requirement lor 

4-8 - 1 mile minimum J>reimbur scment 

9-12 2 miles minimum,^^^ 



EDUCATION CODE SECTIONS PERTAINING TO PUPII. TRANSPORTATION 
BY MUNICIPALLY OWNED TRANSIT SYSTEM 

-Cm- 



E.'C, 16801 The governing board may purchase oj rent and provide 

.for the upkeep, care; and operation of vehicles, or may 
" contract ;and pay for the transportation- of pupils to and from 
school by. common carrier or municipally owned. transit 
system,. or may contract with and pay reasonable private 
parties for transportation... * , 

E. 16801 ' the term ^'municipally owned transit system" 

* means a transit system owned, by a city, or by a district * 
created under Part I (commencing with Section 24501 of 
Division 10 of tke- Public Utilities Code' ) 

E.G. 168(h. 1 When the governing boal-d provides for the transportation 

" of pupils to and fr om school by contract\vith,a common 

carrier, -municipally owned transit system , or resp9nsible 
private party, th e governing board may require the parents 
or gua rdians of all or some of the pupils transported to pay , 
a port ion of the cost of such transportation in an amount ^ ' 

determined by the' board. The. amount determined by the 
board shall be no greater than that paid for transportation 
^ on a comnton carrier or municipally owned transit system ' 
' . Y 'by other pupils in th6 district who do not use the transportation 

provided by the contract of the district. No- charge under this 
section shall be made for the transportation of handicapped 

<» 

children. 



E.G. 16851 A school bus is defined as- 
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(a) — . 

(b) --- • 

(c) _ - , 

(d) A motor vehicle operated by a common carr^rer, or by 
and under exclusi ve jurisdiction of a publicly owned 
transit system^ on schedu led runs but not used 
exclusively for the trans portation of s chool, pupils. 

(e) A motor vehicle operated by and lirider^thd'-ex^clu 

jurisdiction of a pul^licly owned transit system, 1- 

' and used under a contractual agreement to transport 
pupils to and 4'rom Vchool act^^ivities but not used 
regularly to Lranspoi't pupils to and from a public or 
private school. 
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EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES CENTER 

^ ^ ^ \ ; * ."".r'^.TCSI""".?. " '"'""I'lA'-..^''*''' 

333 Main Street - Redwood'Ciiy , California 94063 - 415 364-5600' 



Coordinati 



FRAXK \\\ MATT AS 
, Adminibtratiie Director 



August 14, r9-74* 



iq Librajian 



Katherxne Clay 

Information SpeciQlist 



Marcia B. Gar man 
Research Supervi'^or 



Mr. Rpbeffc E/ Spain ' ^ 4, ■ 
Assistant Superintendent 

Marin County Superintendent -of Schools Office 

201 Tairial Vista Blvdj. , \ , , ' ^ 

Corte Madera, Calif o^rnia-, -94925 ' . ' ' * 

RET Search Request on Bus Transportation - Alternatives 

Dear Mr. Spain:- ^ , ' . 'a - 

' I ran a computer search on this topic ^s^yvd found nothing whatever on federal 
programs, federal legislation, laws, or policy and the uso of bus ' transportation 
for school children. Neither, as a matter of fact, did^I find anything at all 
on the use of pu'blic facilities ^r school transportation. So I consul ted . our 
Director, Frank Mattas, who suggested that I ca\l Joe Ash in San Francisco City 
Schools . \ . " '* , 

Mr. Ash told me that the're had been a proposal to use public bus transportation 
for secondary school students in San Francisco, but that it was deemqd too 
expensive, and the idea was abanddned . 

I am enclosing a document from our Fugitive Information Data Organize'c (FIDO) 
on the subject of voluntary transportation - a report of a program in Lbs 
Angeles. i have checked through Education Index, as well as our usual sources, 
and regret Lo say that 1 have come put empty handed. T would add, however, , 
that ERIC is usually several months behind' in its citations, due to the whole 
accessirn p»rocess. I will be happy to che-ck for^you again at the next updace, 
and send you news of J^he result. 



In the meanwhile, I would suggest that you might try correspondence with the 
urban education centers in the state - Los Angeles, Sacramento, and so on. 
I regret that 1 cannot be of further assistance at this tim.e, and I hope thi r 
you v;ill not hesitate to contact SMERC for information in the future. Thank you, 

Sincerely, 
'Karen C. Cole 

Education Rcsonrch Assistant 
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SAN M.ATEO COUNTY OFFICE OF EDUCATION 



TOLEDO APvEA REGIONAL, TRANSIT AUTHORITY 
1127 V/est Cc:a(rar Avinuc • P.O. Box 4702 • Toledo, Ohio 43620 



Ojjice of 

CHARLES -r. WHITTEN, 
G£Nr:K.-iL MANAGER 

July 29, 1974. 



AUii- 2 1974 

MARIN COUNTY 
Tf^rtCIT DISTRICT 



Mr. Robert L. Harrison 

Assistant Gerferal Manager ' ^ • , 

Marin County District * . . ' . • 

Civic Center Room 3 0 4-C 
San Rafael, California 94903 

Dear Mr. Harrison: ..^ ^ 

> ' / 

In responsfe to your recent . telephone call concerning TARTA's 
transportation program v;ith the Toledo Board of Education, I 
■ v/ill, in this letter, attempt' to describe the high-lights only. 

The steps necessary to implement such a system in any metro- 
politan ,area can only be determined after a fea.sibility study 
concerning present routing'/ equipment requirements and funding 
sourcjes. 

'The system operated by TARTA v;ill enter its thirds school year 
<in 19^4-75 and has been successful not only for the Transit 
Authority, but for the Board of Eduqation as well, and is based 
on a contract between TARTA and the Board of Education that 
specifies the following: 

1. Ohio law stipulates that eaqh student living a mile 

\ or more fiK)m the school attended is eligible for state 

transportation reim'bursement currently'^a t • $42 per school 
year subject to the approval of the local board of educ-' 
ation making such transportation availabie. 

2. ' 'The Board of Education accepts the responsibility for 
" ■ eligibility requirements, for printing and laminating 

-the passes, end- is the receiving agent of state monies 
that are paid to' TARTA." . * • . , 



29G 



Mr. l^obcrt L* Harrison ^ 
Page 2 ^ \ ^ 

July 29, 1974 V 

3. /fARTA is responsible for providing >total transportation^ 

for all students living within ^th^ boundaries of the . 
Toledo Board of Education. Currently some 20,000 
students are -serviced eaph school day, aggre'gating 40,000 
rides . ' - , • * . X 

■ ■ ■ • ■ - V 

4. The passes are valid oh school days only as determined^ 
by the Board, of i:ducation (180). - ] - 

5. The Transit Authority and the Board of Education e^ch 
designate a liaison' person to cope with 'the day-to-day 
proplems in sucli, a system. 

6. ' Reimbursement to the ^Authority is on a rhohthly^ basis 

through a 'billing and validating process worked ;Out 
betv/een the agencies. • 

; 7. During the school ^ay there is no time restriction^ ! or* . 
r-ide re'strictions on students involved. This .agreemen-t, 
in my opinion, servas a dual purpose. Whereas, a whol-e 
generation of younc} people are totally uninformed with ' ^ 
mass" transit, by allowing this latitude in the pass. ' 
usage, young citizens in this country, who will be the 
supporting citizens of th'e future., ara bec?oming involved 
with mass transmit. From "the Board of ''Education ' s viev; 
. - point, the flexibility' in allov/ing- students to^ participate 
in athletic events , extracurricular activities and, in*" 
fact, V7ork-school actiyities . has been ej^treifiely suc- 
cessful . ^ o . \ ' 

- . 8, As you' know, under Standard 17 of the^DOT, school buses 

< must conform to certain markings, color,, etc. The system 
operated in Toledo is for all potential riders, and is 
confined to route service only and does not come-under 
the aforementioned" Standard 17 ramifications. 

In my opinion, the ultimate marketing ^program any transportation 
system can have is usage by the citizens -who support it. VJith 
the school pass*' system, we have total us*age of the TAR'PA system. ^. 

, In order to make state funding, available for mass transit carrying 
students, it v>7as <necessary to amend the Ohio Revised Code to 
include mass transit.; This was done in 1971 by the Ohio Pdblic 
Transit Association. ! On the basis that mass transit is under 
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Mr. 'Robert t. Harrison . \ • • - • ^ y L, i 

Page 3 . • ■ . 

July 29, 1974 . s . ' 

public ov/nership being partially supported by direct taxation . 
on a local basisc^and b.y indirec.t taxation on a federal basis 
adequate passenger, volumes mus^^be obtained "subject to these 
tax expenditures. .And whexeas'-school bus operations are 
totally .supported through- state and local taxation and in most 
instances parallel the 'same service area as transit systems, 
e-specially "i^i me'tropolitan areas, -by cambining student trans- 
. portation V7ith mass transit, a more prudent use of tax monies 
is experienced. ' • , , 



-Very truly-yours, \ 

Charles F. 4^7hitten 
Gener;.al Manager 
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Cf j i^vdlcil-a-bus 



2B8-5io] 



Octdber'22, 1974 



\ 



f 'rs . J-are S - Jtw; - 
470 Cascade !^ive 
>a-i'fay.-; Ca I i f . 9.4930 



Dear Mrs S^-rrmr: 



Thank you Jor ^our letter of October 14, 1974 inquiring Sbou.t our 
Pert Dial-a-Bus system. "Unfortfunately , our serv i ce to van ous -school s-- , 
in our service a.r.ea .is limited Ud is not a solution to the hlgh^cost 
of school busina. -.We provide Home-to-Schoo i service only for those 
students^ho live within l&l/2-miles of their schools and are not 
therefore eligible for regular school bus service. 

A' scheduled bus service does co^exist with our Di a I -a-Bus' system 
The pavings you heard about via Television D^ews can be attr i buted, to 
the Ltting back on parts of the hiavy losiL fixed route system, and ^ 
being rep faced with Dial-a-Bus service.- J 

The followi"n^ data^and enclosed _n-ateri3l wi I 1^ ^opef u My answer the 
questions raised in your letter:" 

Ri^ship is presently about 600 passengers -a day. „ 
Population' is preslritly about 65,000 people.. , 
School children bused per. day is present I y _ about 65. 
No school hours were altered for this service. 
' *''t t, Our Home-to-Schoo I serv ice operates -after oljt 
' ' morning rush hour and before our evening rush hour. 



If we can be'of further service' to ycu in th.is ratter , I c-: 
not ^^es i tate.-td advise. , 



do 



Sincerely, 

S'tephen W. V/arren 
Pert Admi ni strator 



SWW -..cmr 
EnCv, 
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1372 EAST MAIN STREET. ROCHESTER. NX 14609 



ho 

(and back aqciin!) 

PERT di.li-d'bus will o\U \ special '^/^m- y ^ 
school service for ajany.stuut/r to »fi liuj r LF^ 
dial-a-bus service area lor tne, 1973-74 scnooi ■ 
year ^ • 

Here's how it v/or)- s ' . 

If your child {or childjen) js not eligible for 
regular school bus service, a new PERT dial-a- 
bus v/ill provide dcor-step to door-step «rvice 
to and from schoc! e-.erv schcc! cJay 

Your ch'ild lor children) may qualify for home- 
to-school service tf 

• Th^ school day starts AFTER 8 15 a m and 
ends BEFORE 3 00 p m 

• The student aw&nd's one of the schools j 
serviced by djai-a-biis (1? yO-U receive this 
notice in the mail ^our name and address , 
has been provided by your school system or j 
PTA and your children^ ARE eligible for ^ • 
home-to-school'service') ^ 

THE COST I 

• S5 00 per v/eek (ten trips} when you makP | 
advance res'/rvations for a wppk s service j* 

• 65 cents per' trip, (on^-^ v^ay) when you ciill | 
before 2 p m the preceding day and ma1<e j 
rj^sor/ations f''ir the following day | 

• 25 cents (each way} Inr t^TCfi additional | 
family member making Wio, idtuitical trip | 



Vi/tiAT TO DO 

■ S'rnp:y call PERT d^al a-b{. r w'\t .*B8 3181 ffjr 
conn H to rjif(,r(r'..i'irjn inV'.-'- ; • v.U'ori:; or nww 
tne tiUacht'd card ir>n pi/ta-ji* ui cf^^s^ry) 

NOTEl 

OVio-vyay sorviC*" (.stfu'f to tu (torn u'h'.K^i »s 
also available on an aidvancp fPMwa^'on basis 
•Dull *\S8 3)81 tor complete in^>fniaiion 



1 



I 



a 00 



' BKT COPY AVAIUBU 



VJ 



vice 



pec:'-- Dpq^^. 
new dimension in p,.r' 
demana responsive Sr: 
Anyone within the PERT Dic'i)-A-Bus SPrvic,e 
area ssmply telephone? l^^ PERT cuspatchr- 
^^^nd a specially des-c-^c-::! 2>pa.5r^f^Qer bLis wili 
/pick up that p^.s?e-q- |/: - s : c^t d ar j tak.* 

servic| area betwec'. 3 15 a n^d 5 oO p ni 
weekdays 

PERT Dfal-A-Bji. also 'aiT ccnneci wit'i 
Regional T-ans't Se/vice 'ou^^s 1 {Park-Lak^M 
'ind 10 'Dewey .enuc.) 3; : jriat oassenqfrs rnav 
travel anyv;-;pv- vvMiin u-p R1 S opr<al.nq area 

B^sii: D?di M-3u, server novv G'a:ilable 
•-.veekdays ''or\ d, 15 a m -jnt'i 5 30 p nn, 

Two types 01 peak nour service also is 
available 

• Honne-tG-VVorJc 'for Kodak Park men and 
womien who work the 'A trick and. 

• Feed-A-Bus Ser.'ice for people who want to 
connect wtth rngu-ar RT5 rcuies 1. 10 and 0{ 15 

-These twa services tTiay be ordered by tnf> 
, week or by ifuvda/ .n ad^v.inco qtist dial 2PJ\- 
3181; And with advance fosnrvation theco** 
to you iS reduced ' . ' ' , 

" This 'peak hour' subsciotion SQrvir?^ 
"o'p^rates from G a m until 8 a rn and from 3pm 
to 6 p rr. v/eckdays. 

[q aadition SL/bscriplJon service lor some 
school children (or v>hom bchoo! bLi^s Sf^rvice it> 
not avanablo. is pTanr.Mrj for i'--.* /a^i 

PERTD-al A-E'*ubtis vv)'l cjurse. bc^air com-_ 
ditioned •n^tho^SLimrner and cozi'/ heated in {hf» 
vyinter 



who 



A ji'u..Miy vvHJCh v,.ii pay capital cos:s PERT <s 
on^fr'l!^•^' n'. R*^ ! 'i^ai i"rans'i 3er\,icr- 



fares 



'Peak Hour Se'rvice ope'aies as home- to wo^^ 
and feed-a-bus oetv/een 6 and 8 a 'n ann .5 a'vrj 6 
p m Dia1-A-Bus~passenoers ma/ be v^-en -ip 
anytime between 6 15 am ana ■-> :iO p r: 
weekdays 

PEAK HOUR SERVICE FARES 

Hom.e to work Kocak ^ark subscription Pate 
S7 CO per vveek ' 10 irips^ 

Di '/ Pate SOc per onv-wa; t^«p^. 

• F<='e*-:-a-Bus Ser^re S^jbSf; action ^a-- S7 
perv-eek (10 tnps. 'nciuoes ;ransf,ers 

Daily Rate 85c per one-way tfip (inciudes 
transfers) 

Home to School Service subscription rate 
S5 gQ'per v;eek (lO trips) 

, Daily Rate ESc per one-v.-ay tnp^- 

^-Reservations for daily service must be made 
before 2 pm. the preceding day 

DIAL-A-BUS SERVICE FARES 

Basf^Fare Si 00 — 25c for each additional 
family member making the idonticat trip 

Faro yyith' transfer to RTS route Si Ob per 
one-v;ay trip (includes transfer) "30c (or each 
additional famdy member making the idenhcaL 
trip • 



« PERT was dev!5ed by. and js a project nf. \}\f^ 
Roc nester- Genesee Reg^ona' T ra"^pji 



When a call comes to PERT, a dispatchrjr i/n- 
medialelv notifies the nea-'est PERT DiaJ-A-8as 
and roLites the driver to the pickup point Ti)p> 
driver thc^n is directed to the passenger s dcs-" 
ti^ation^cver the shortest possible route, usunily 
^ouchino jDthcr pickup and destination points 
alo.uj v^e V, ny 
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BALTRAN STUDY ' June 8, 1972 

San Rafael, California 

The Balanced Transporjtation Program is a unified effort by 
the cities and the County of Marin and the State Division of High- 
ways to mesh long-range J and use planning with transportation plan- 
ning on;a systematic county-wide basis. This includes considering 
transit as part of the same system as highways. Up to now urban 
development, highways, and transit were planned separately without 
full regard for the'impact each decision in one' area had on the other 
two. As the name of the program implies, the objective is to strike 
a balance between transit and- highway systems that meets th^ future 
travel demands but does not damage the special environmental qual- 
ities of Marin. , ^ s.^- 

Phase I has been an assessment of how the .adopted community gen- 
eral plans for the future 'match up with the transportaiio.n networks 
W these same local jurisdictions propose. Generally, local plans 
reflect too much land development proposed to be served'by too little 
transportation. Estfmates of the level of transit patronage that, 
would handle' the projected overflow from the proposed highway sys- 
tem were an important result of the Phase I work. 

Some inporlant findings arising from this evaluation of local 

plans were: " • - ^ ' 

"" a Travel demand will grow about 20'. faster than the 
county's population to a level 3-1/2 ti:r,es today s 
trip-making. 

. b.' Trips to Sonca County and North Bay lOcauons vvill - 

surpass those to San Francisco at so-re point before -2020. 
c. Marin wilThave ro re" hone to work travel within the county 
■ than "at Dresent. 



a. 
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JOINT EXERCISE OF POWERS AGREEMENT 
BETWEEN 

MARIN COUNTY SUPERINTENDENT OF StHOOLS 

. •■ ' AND . • .. 

MARIN COUNI^&Y TRANSIT DISTRICT 

THIS AGREEMENT, entered Into this 23rd day of -December , 1974, 

by and between the MARIN COUNTY SUPERINTENDENT Op SCHOOLS (^hereinafter referred 
to as COUNTY SCHOOLS) and the MARIN COUNTY TRANSIT DISTRICT (hereinafter referred 
to as TRANSIT DISTRICT). 



WITNESSETH - / - , . 

WHEREA%, the aforementioned are public agencies created by the laws of the 
State of Californfa ancl are empowered by law to enter into a Joint Exercise of Powers 
Agreement for the purposes herein set forth; and, 

WHEREAS, transportation services represent a significant share of the operation 
budgets of all school districts in Marin County; and, 

WHERE^, the cost of transportation services is increasing to a point where it 
represents a serious burden for many school districts and ts -projected to grow even 
further, thereby becoming a major problem for all districts in the future; and, 

WHEREAS, thda COUNTY SCHOOLS are concerned with finding a solution to the ' 
ever-increasing financial burden which transportation is placing on the school 
system; and, , ' • 

WHEREAS, the TRANSIT DISTRICT is empowered to provide local transportation 
services within Marin County; an,d, ^ " v 

WHEREAS, school students are currently an important segment <6f the users of . 
theTRANSIT DISTRICT'S services; and, 

WHEREAS,^ there may be net public benefit in the provision of school "transportation 
by Increasing the scale of school transportation services either by consolidation of 
separate school district operations or by joint provision of services by the school^ 
districts and the TRANSIT DISTRICT: and, 

WHEREAS, the COUNTY SCHOOLS and the TRANSIT DISTRICT have indicated they will 
conwtt funds .to study the problems of financing , school transportation. 

^ NOW, THEREFORE, the parties hereto agree as. follows: 

1. ' OBJECTIVE , - " - 

S 

The pul^po^e of this 'agreement is, to provide a means for carrying out the 
definecl project. ' < 

2. DEFINITIONS . * '> ^ 

, A.. '^Project" - The feasibility study of consolidating school bus 
services and/or tbmbining school bus operations with public 
transit. The workplan of the project is attached as Schedule A. 
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B. "Technical -Staff s Advisory Committee" - A committee Cherelnaftpr / 
referred to as TECHNICAL COMMITTEE) consisting of one staff member 
from each of the following agencies: 

Marin County Superintendent of Schools 

Tamalpais Union High School District \ 
San Rafael High School District 
Ng)5^to Unified School District 
^norellne Unified School District 
Marin Community College District 
Marin County Transit District 

Eacli of the above agencies shall have full voting status on the 
TECHNICAL COMMITTEE. "Bhe TECHNICAL COMMITTEE may augment its 
membership by Including representatives from agencies such as: 

Elementary School Districts of Marin County 

California State Department of Education 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission 

Golden Gate Bridge, Highway, and Transportation District 

which representatives shall not have voting rights. 

METHOD TO ACCOMPLISH OBJECTIVE 

1 0 

The project shall be accomplished by the Marin County Schools Office and 
by contract for consultant services with the firm of J.H.K. and Associates 
of San Francisco. 

PROJECT COST AND PAYMENT PROCEDURE . ' > 

The project is estimated to ^cost a total of $25,000. The COUNTY SCHOOLS 
shall pay .$10,000 to the TRANSIT DISTRICT upon execution, of this agreement 
by both parties hereto.^ The TRANSIT DISTRICT shall pay the balance of 
the cost of the project not "to exceed a contribution of $15,000. The 
TRANSIT DISTRICT shall- contract with the ffrm of j'.H.K. and Associates, of 
San Francisco to provide required consultrnt services at a cost not to . 
exceed $25,000 with the framework^ of Schedule B. The TRANSIT DISTRICT ^ 
will be responsible to receive consultant billings and make payments for 
consultant services on a monthly basis. , . 

RESPONSIBILITIE.S OF THE TECHNICAL STAFF'S ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

The TECHNICAL COMMITTEE wil 1 be responsible to: 

A. Determine specTfrc)^^^^^ to be undertaken. 

B. Receive progress reports. • - 

C. Report to member agencies on progress of study. 

D. Make specific recommendations on pertprmance of'technical work 
to member agencies. 

E. Meet regularly and review^proposals and tasks completed to date. 
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6. TERMINATION 



This agreement shall remain in effect for the period of time necessary 
to. complete the PROJECT anless terminated prior thereto by agreement of;- 
COUNTY SCHOOLS AND TRANSIT DISTRICT. , 5"^'- 



MARIN COUNTY SUPERINTENOpT OF SCHOOLS 



County SupeS?irrt6fiden1! of Schools 



MARIN COUNTY TRANSIT DISTRICT 




Chairman, Board of directors 



A 



County Counsel 




SCHEDULE A 



WORKPLAN fOR PROJECT 

Survey of School District Transportation 
Analysis of System Characteristics 

Analysis of Administrative Characteristics c 
Examine Current Publ ic Transit Utilization 
Conduct Transit Needs Analysis 

Identify Degree and Type of Consolidation or Combinc^tion with 
Public Transit 

Select Area for Pilot Demonstration 

Determine Operating Characteristics and Administrative Procedures 
Pilot Demonstration >^ \ • . ' 

Develop Evaluation Process for/ Pilot Demonstration » 



\ 

\ 
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- SCHEDULE B 
WORKpLAN fOR PROJECT 



J.H.K. and Associates agrees' to furnish, all assistance to th& project, 
such as salaries, typing, printing, and mileage, at a fee of $200 per day. 

1. Survey of School District Transportation - Assist Marin County Schools 
Office to prepare questionnaire and interview school district personnel. 

' 10 days 

2. Analysis of System Characteristics - Assist Marin County Schools Office 
to analyze data collected. 5 days 

3, Analysis of Administrative Characteristics - Assist Marin County Schools 
Office to analyze data collected, 5 days 

4. Examine Current Public Transit Utilization and Prepare a Report to be 
Submitted to the TAC - This is the complete responsibility of the 
consultant firm. 20 days 

5, Conduct a Transit Needs Analysts and Prepare a Report to be Submitted 
to the TAC - this is. the complete responsibility of the consultant firm. 
20 days ^ ' 

6, Identify Degree and Type of Consolidation or Combination with Public . 
Transit - Assist the Marin County Schoo'ls Office in developing possible 
alternatives for consolidation or combination of services., 10 da^ys 



7. Select Area for Pilot Demonstration A^s^ist Marin County Schools Office 

in selecting area for pilot demonstration. 2 days ^ \ ■ , 

8. Determine Operating Characteristics and Administrative Procedures for ^ 
Pilot Demonstration - Assist Marin County Schools Office in developing . 
plan. 20 days . ' - 

9. Develop Evaluation Process' for Pilot Demonstration - Assist Marin County 
Schools Office to develop evaluation process, 20 days 

10. Investigate Possible Private or Federal Grant to Partially Fund Pilot 

Project - Assist Marin County Schools Office in this investigation. 10 days 

Estimated Cost ' c 

'"' ■ . " 

Estimated^ days • 422 at4^00 per day $24,400 

Reserve days . 3 at $20/) per day 600 

Estimated Total $25,000 
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TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING 
January 7, 1975 



Voting Members 



Dale A. Fleming 
Robert E. Spain 
Bob Harrison 
Eugene DeBrecht 
John Scpggin 
Ken Barnes 
Franjc Cassou 



Marin Connnnunity College District 
Marin County Schd'ols Office 
Marin County Transit District 
Novato Unified School District 
San Rafael High School District 
Shoreline Unified School District 
uTannalpais Union'High School District 



0 



Agency Representatives on TAC 



John J. Douglas ' 
Jane Durr 
Joe Goff 
Qene Hendsch 
Robert W/ Hubenette 
Carroll Killing sworth 
Stan McDougall ' 
Kei^h McPherson 
Elmer McVerry 

Bruce. Richard 

Gil Slusher 
Gene Turtle 
William^ B. Welch 
Peggy Woddring 



San Rafael High School District 
Fairfax School. District 
Dixie School District 
Kentiield School District 
J.H.K. & Associates . ' ^ 
Mill Valley School- District 
State Department of Education 
San Anselmo School District 
Golden Gate Bridge, Highway, and 

Transportation District, 
Golden Gate Bridge^ Higliway, and 

Transportation District j 
Larkspur School District 
'Marin County Schools Office - 
J.H.K. & Associates 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
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PAR T A 



School District Transportation Survey Data 



District: 



Aj . School Hours 



School 



Grades 



Start 



Dismiss 



B. Bus Operations 

1. Route Location (Provide map of bus routes) 

2. Schedules for Home-to-School Transportation 
(Fill out attached inventory sheet) 



3. Do you furnish transportation other than between hqme and school? 
Number of times per semester: 



District 
Transportation 



Charter 
Service 



5. 



System Reliability 

Total in-service breakdowns per year: 
Reserve vehicles: 

Sqh^xkile Adherence 

Average p)er month late arrivals of buses:*^ . 
Major re^^ns for late arrivals (e.g., weather, traffic, breakdowns, 
/unfa m ilia ritys. with route): 
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♦Arrivals after first bell 
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6. .Special Operational Considerations ^ 

a. Access Problems (Terrain, - street configurations, etc. 



<!-descr ibe) : 



b. Student Conduct (Disciplinary problems, vandalism, etc. ): 



c. ^ Driver Performance (Student relations, chargeable accidents or 
incidents, method of evaluating driver performance, etc. ): 



■ ( 



d. Special Education Students. "Does the District provide its pv/n 
transportation for Special Education students? 

Number of students served: » 

^Number of vehicles* assigned: - 



C. 3us Operating Costs (Breakdown of Line E," Schedule F, State Reimbursement 
Form J- 141, if filed) . ' 



Item 



1973-74 Cost 



Fuel, Oil, Lube Materials 

Tires and Tubes 

Parts and Equipment 

Cost of Repairs (if contracted out) 



TOTAL 



3!i 



3 - 
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D, Capital Equipment " - „ ^ 

1. Buses 













COST OF BUS 








Gas or 


Year First 


Original 


i;Ey 


\SE 




Unit No. 


Capacity 


Diesel 


Sold/ Leased 


Cost 


No Years 


Yearly Fee 


Amortization 












X 


i 


























I 




























• If 






























\ 

s 


• 
























c 
















* 






t 

r 










> 






















> 


I 








> 








\ 










C 


* 


•> 




6 






li 




- * 




- * ^4 . 














c 




t 
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2. Maintenance Facilities 



»a. Fixed Facilities 



CP 



Location: c i 

Description (Number of pits, size, etc. ): 
Original Cost: 

Replacement Cost: ^ \ 

Are these facilities used'to service vehicles other than school buses? 



1 T 



b. Tools and Equipment: 
(Sunnmary description) 



^ Original Cost: 
Present Value: 



c. Bus Storage Facilities: 

(Description of Facility) • 



Are these facilities used to store vehicle^ other than school buses? 
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E. Routing and Scheduling \V, ' 

1 . Planning • ' • * 

I ^ • 

'a. Responsible person (name) : " . ^ „ 

Approximate time devoted annually to planning'(per son-days) : 



c. Planning procedure (e' g, , size and location of student population, 
determination of routes, location of stops, route and schedule 
adjustments): ' ^ . • 



2. Dispatching ^ 

'a. Responsible person (name): 



b. Dispatching proc^edure (e.g., inspection of vehicles, special 
events , etc. ) : , ^ " - 





t 






Transportation Staff 






% 


*• 

' . .Staff Members 


No. of. 
Staff Member s 


Average Hours per Week 
devoted to School Bus 
Operations 


Annual * 
Cost 


I Planning and 
A dmini s tr a tion 




£» 


J - * 

* 


Maintenance 
Personnel 




• 

IT 


s 

/ 


Drive r'^s 

, Full Time 




9 




Back Up 








"V ♦ 


• • 7 
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Use of Training Programs for 'Drivers : 




G. \* Non- school Bus Student Travel (Estimate 'nurxlber" of students u^ing each mode) 







1 






» * 


., 




MODE ^ ' 


•© . . . 

Scliool 


V 

Grade 


Walk t9 
. School 


Driven 
to School 


• Driv^ to School 
(High .Scho'olOnly) 


Use Golden ^' 
Gate Transit 




t 


^ 




* . ' ' - 
. /• 

**' u 

• ., »• -a 
« t 




4 








'* ' ^ 


1 

" V *» 

* ■» 






V ^ 






- \ ■ " 


* " „ 














• 








r 












• > • 

(9 * ' 






: .': 






\ 


• 
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H. Current Operations ( 1974-75) * 
District Enrollment 
School " Grades 



Current Enrollment 



Z. Changes from 1973-74 Bus Operation 
a, Additidjial Vehicles 









'Cost of Bus 


■ Unit 




Gas or 


Original 


Lease 


No. 


Seats 


Diesel 


Cost 


V Yearly Fee 
















r 
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b. Staff /Administrative Changes 
(Describe) 



^ ■ 



c/ Other Changes (Maintenance, storage, planning, etc, ) 



Planning Considerations ^ o . ' 

Anticipated Future Changes (capital equipment, staffing, administrative 
procedures, planning procedures) 
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PART B 



^^bol District Transportation Survey Interview^ 



Backgroun d; 



The overall purpose of the Marin School Transportatioh Study 
is to determine if there are benefits that would accrue from a ^ 
consolidation of school bus operations and/or the combination of 
school bus operations with an in'tra-county public transit system, ^ 
Specific study considerations are to: " * ^ 

Identify the specific transportation needs of each - ^ 
^ of the school districts- in Marin Cpuntyv 

' . Determine' whether a combined school and public 

tramsit system would serve the identi.fied needs' of 
both school and general public patrons to a greater 
degree than separate transportation systems . 

Determine whether consolidation within the school 
district or combination with public transit would £ > 
, ' be, economically advcintageous, f \ 

It is important that the needs and objectives of each school 
district be identified at the outset so that a systematic feasibility 
.study can be undertaken. To accomplish this objective , an extensive 
survey of each school district will be conducted to develop infor- 
mation that will be uped later to develop specific recoramendations • 
Thic survey will be to obtain facts on the current district trans- 
portation operajtion, and. to obtain an evaluation of both the present 
operation and possible alternatives such as ft\9»e**^6utlined above. 

V The survey of factual data on bus operations will be directed 
to district transportation supervisors. The evaluative portion of 
the survey will be directed to both transportation supervisors and to 
members of the school board. .In the case of High School Districts, 
a representative of the student body will be included also. 

^ Survey questionnaires will be sent to trainsportation super- 

visors to fili in factual data on bus operations.^ The evaluative 
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portion of the survey^ will be carried out through a personal 
ititerview process so that a thorough discussion of , imj;or tan t 
issue's and id(^cis may take pl^c. Interviev/s will be set up - 
by the Technical Advisory Committee which includes reiyresenta- 
tives 5rom most scliool. districts in the County. The interview 
will be conducted by the consultant, JilK & Associates. 

f. ' • • ' 

Issues for Discussion , 



f 



To make the interviews as productive afe possible, the', 
fol-lowiny j.tems and issues ar® suc^gested as f^oints of departure. 
Whjile. these is.sues .,are, hot exhaustive, they should serve to bring 
out some of the more obvious points to be considered in evaluating 
present and future transportation operations. 

Effectiveness of Current District Transportation Operation 

Hov; eCfective is thjs system in handling the transpor- 
tation needs' of the student population? What needs 
are unmet by the present system? Is there any dis~ 
satisfaction voiced by pajrents over the system? By ^ 
. students? By the community 'at large? . Car> .the present 
system accommodate special activities satisfactorily? 
Can school schedule changes be accommodated easily? 
Is the system effe.gtiye in terms of the annual cost 
incurred? Can schedule and route planning functions 
be carried out more efficiently? If tr anspor tat^lon 
services are contracted ou"t , does the contractor per- 
form effectively? What changes could be made in 
operations or administration to. ' improve the system? 
What will be the impact of future changes in student 
enrollment on the effectiveness of t»he current trans- 
'-^ portation system? . ^ 



/ 
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Consolicja tion of School District Transportation ^ 
Operations • . ' . V 

CQnsolidatioh of transportation operations^includes a'_ 
range of alternative possibilities effecting vehicle 
fleets, operations, planning, and administration. 
Consolidation could take place on a. small scale ,where^ 
a ^hool district would share equipment resources with • 
a ..neighboring district to handle special* operation 
piioblems^.or would share planning and scheduling acti- 
.vities for combined routes and "Services . Or consolida- 
tion might take? place -on a large scale where all 
administrative and operational ' functions would be 
carried out at a centralized" facility^. 

Taking into account the broad range of possibilities 
that exist, What ^pos'sible benefits do yc^^ see for your 
^cschool district? ' What' disadvantages do you foresee? 
How would* it affect your district if planning functions 
were handled by another district 'or by a centralized 
planning staff? J^hat are the imfj^lications of distribu- 
ting the costs of a ' consolidated operation among, the 
school districts? Would major policy changes liave to 
be. made by your district to consolidate bus ''operations? 
What specific opportunities do you see vf or consolidation 
as far as your own 'district is concerned (e.g., equip- 
ment, routes, schedules^ planning, maintenance, 
administration-)? ^ . 

. ■ ■ • ' ■ A ■ 

1 ■ • <■ ' . , ■: * . 

•. 4 . . • . .. 

Combination- of School Trans-por 'ration with Marin County 
Transit ^ 

As with consolidation , combina^:l-.on of school transportation 
and public transit covers a wide range of alternatives. 
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Transportation programs could be designed to serve 
special transportation needs that neither school 
transportation nor publi,c transit serve effectively 
now, > oCoinbi'nation could be accomplished with only* a 
few school districts- in the County, or it could be 
organized county-wide. Combination could be orgajiized 
around the increased use of public transportation for ^ 
school use or- it might entail the sharing of "equipment 
for joint school and general public transportation use. 
providing that chang'^s can be made in current '^tate'- 
regulations regarding the use of school buses. Combina- 
tion could involve the joint administration of a com- 
bined transportation ^system using existing staffs and 
"facilities or it could involv^ a centralized ^operation, 
with its own fullrtime staff or a staff provided, by Marin 
County Transit District. As with the question of consoli- 
dation" of school 'transportation services, the appropriate' 
scale of doiiib'ination depends on the identification of 
needs and the, evaluation of benefits involved. 

What advantages to your school district do you see in'.' 

.jointly proyiding school transportation and public^jtransit? 
What disadvantages? What are 'the administrative implica- 
tion's to your district of jointly providing your own 

^transportation and public transit to the student population? 
Planning implications?^ Financiai implications (cost 
savings)?* Would school board policies have., to be chancfed 
to* allow joint provision of school transportation? Do 
you anticipate any problems , with studsrit safety and/or 
the responsibility . of " drivers in public transit operations? 
What resources could your school district contribute to a • 
jointly administercad transportation system (equipment, 
part time personnel, facilities)? ' Could the sharing , of 
costs and reveniies in a joint transportation system 'be 
worked out equitably as far as your district is concerned? 



Would the availability of transit induce students to 
use it for non-school purposes? Would high school 
students who now drive, to. school use transit if it 
were available? How would flexibility for special 
school activi^ties or schedule changes be maintained 
in a combined system? 
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PERSONS INTERVIEWED 



Bolinas^-Stinson 



Dixie 



Fairfax 



Kentfield 



Lfkguna Joint 



Lagunitas 



X/arkspur 



Lincoln 

Marin Community 
College District 



Marin County 
\ Schools 

Mill Valley * 



Nicasio 



Jay V. Papish, Transportation Supervisor \. 
Peter Weston, Board Membe'r 

Joseph B. Goff, Business Manager - - 

Carol Kay Beckmann^^Boaid Membei^ „ . 

Mimi Zellers, Transportation Sdpej:visdr 
Tony |Legan, Student , , 

Jane S. Durr, Board Memb2r. 

Gene L. Hensch*; Administrative Assistant 
Mrs. Win Setrakian, Board Member ^. 

Donald T. Moreda, Board Member 

Harry F. Roche, Superintendent 

'Anna Mae Kendratieff, Business Manager 

Jacqueline Stoll, Bus Driver /Supervisor 

Gilbert Slusher A;s sis taht Superintendent 
Shirley A. Walker, Board Member ^ 

Charles Spaletta, Board Member 

Dale A. Fleming, Director of Planning ^ 
Dr. John A. Grasham, Superintendent 
Frances Comptoti, Board Member 
Irwin P. Diamond, President, College olMarin 
Dr. Ernest H. Berg, President, Indian Valley 
Colleges 

i. 

Students ' • 

Gene Turtle, Administrative Assistant 
Glenna Wider, Director of Transportation , 

Carroll Killingsworth, Business Manager 
Jack Eliot, Bioard Member 

Darlene Dolcini, Board'Member 



PERSONS INTERVIEWED (Continued) 



Novate Unified 



Dr. Eugene F. DeBrecht, Business Manage 
Liz Mertel, Board Member ♦ 1^-- " 
Betty Machado, Board Member 
Student^ 



Reed Union . 



Ro s s*" . 

San Anselmo 



Sail Rafael 



Charles Condrotte , 'Business Manager 
Charles Bog,rd Membe^. 

Sally Rakow, Board Merpiber * 

Keith C. MacPherson, Principal arid- 
Transportation Coordinator , 
Gordon C. Sims, Supervisor, Buildings 
- and Grounds • 
Eugene E. Jacks, Board Member 

John Scoggin,- Business Manager 
John Douglas, Transportation Supervisor 
Diane Ellison, PTA Member ^ ' 
Francis X. Kelly, Board Member 
Student . ' 



Sausalito 



Shoreline 



Donald W. Johnson, Superintendent 
Barbaras. Harris, Board Member , 
Betty Times, Board Member 
James Morgan, Sup-^rvl^-or of Maintenance 
and Operations • \ * 

Kenneth E. Barnes, Superintendent 
Roy V. Parks, Board Mem'ber 
Louise Passalacqua, Board^Member 
Stude'nt" ' : ' 



Tamalpais 



Union Joint 



Frank^A. Cassou, Business Manager 
L/otte S^^hiller, Board Member 




Eleanor Pdmi, BOard Member 



•Mark IV School Bu^ 
Service 



Alice Gardner, School Transportation 
Coordinator 
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MARIN SCHOOL TRANSPORTATION STUDY 

SCHbOL BUS FLEET INVENTORY 
(District Owned Buses) 



SCHOOL DISTRICT 



UNIT 


PASSENGER 


GAS OR 


MODEL 


ORIGINAL 


•ANNUAL 


NO. 


CAPACITY 


DIESEL ■ 


YEAR 


COST 


LEASE 


1 

X 


u u 






i n 7nn 


* 


2 


66 


. . G 


, 1971' 


10 ,700 




1 


■.. 66- 


G 


1963 


7 ,196 




2 


60 


G 


1959 


6,990 




3 


66 


. G - 


1962 


,,7,472 




4 


66 


G 


1968., 


8,896 




1 


- 66 ^ 


G 


1963 


■ 




2 


66 


G 


19^1 




1,800.00 


3 . 


67 




1972 


10,500 


1 


• 37 - 


cf 


19 61 






2" 


9 . 


G 


• 1969' 




. 1,550.52 


3 


4-5 WC. 


G 


• 1974' 




° 1,879 .°60 


4 


37 


G 


1961 






5 


4-5 WC 


G 


1971 




1, '5 26. 40 


6 


4-5 WC 


G 


' 1971 




1,526.40 


7 


9 


G 


,1970 




1,540. S2 


8. 


37 


G 


1964 






9 


16 


G 


1971 






10 


9 . 


G 


1971 




1,590.00 


11 


4-5 


G 


1970 




1,526.40 


14 


16 


G 


1971 




1,7 80.80 


15 


16 


G 


1971 






16, 


16 
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School Bus Fleet Inventory (continued) 
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ALTERNATIVE A - GOLDEN GATE TRANSIT ROUTE 23 EXTENSION 

Description . . ^ • . 

Continuation of Route 23 from Olema Drive and Sir Francis 
Drake Blvd. in Fairfax to Lagunitas, via Wbodac're and Lagunit^s 
schools.^ Special AM eastbound r,un from Nicasio provided f or Ki^h 
school students. 

Operating Characteristics 

I^oute , ^ 

• Olema Drive at Sir Francis Drake Woodacre Imp. Club 
Lagunitas/San Geronimo Vail ey School — — Forest, Knolls Mt. Vit;w 
— Laguiiitas Store. (No service to Tamal Rd., Arroyo Rd., or 
Barranca Rd.)- 

Schedule ^ ' ^ • 

. 30 minute service between 7:00 AM and 10;00 PM. > 

Buses arrive at Lagunitas schools at 1, 14, 37, and > 

44. minutes past the hour. 

One AM eastbbund trip via Nicasio 

Equipment - 

2' Golden Gate Transit 45-passenger coaches required in 
addition to existing equipment on Route 23. . . , 

Estimated Cost of Operation 

15 hours X 2 trips per hour x 16 miles per round trip 
,=480 miles per day. 

480 miles x peak/off-peak differential of 1 x $1.61. cost 
per mile = $773 per day. 

'•■ . • . 

Estimated Daily Patronage ^ 

Lagunitas School District" ^ 

80% of 470 bused pupils (assuming no service to Tamal Rd. 
area) = 752 person trips.* 

^ Tamalpais High School Students 

80 students one-way = 8C? person trips 
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College of Miarin Students . 

. 25% of 150 students living in San Geronimo Valley 
^= 38 = 76 person trips.. " . 

General Public 

. .5%, of 3/100 .residents - 155 = 310 person trips. 
Total Person Trips . 

1,218 ^ ^ ■ • ^ 
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ALTERNATIVE B - COLLEGE OP^ MARIN SHUTTLE 



Description ' . ^ 

Hourly transit service from San Geronimo Valley to College of 
Marin via Lagunitas, Tamal Rd., and Woodacre. Schedulie for maxi- 
mum coordination with College of Marin class schedule. 

Operating Ch aracteristics 

Route 

College Ave. and Sir Fr^ricis Drake ^Ivd. San Anselmo — 
Fairfax — Woodacre (Imp. Club) — Lagunitas/San Qeronimo 
Valley Schools — Forest Knolls — Tamal Rd. — ^Lagunitas 
Alternate AM run via Nicasio / ' 



ScheduJ^e 

--^ ^ . Hourly service between Ir.OO AM and 10:00 PM. 

, Buses arrive Lagunitas schools at 25 and 45 min. past the hour< 

** 

Equipment 

. 2 Golden Gate Transit 45-passenger 'coaches . ' , 

Estimated Cost of Operation 

• . 15 hours X 1 trip per hour x 27.4 miles per 

round trip = 822 miles p^r day. 

822 miles X peak/off-peak differential of 1 x $1.61 cost 
per milei= $ 662 . cost per day. 

Estimated Daily Patronage 

Lagunitas School District 

50% of -470 bused pupils (assuming only hourly service to 
schools) ^= 470 person trips. . 



Tamalpais High School Students 

80 students one way = 80 person trips. 

College of Marin Students ,> . 

.\..60% of 150 students living in San Geronimo Valley = 90 
= 180 person trips. ^ . 



General Public ' . ' 

51 of 3,100 Valley residents = 153 = '^'SIO person trips, 
: . 400, patrons en route. 

Total Person Trips J 

.1,440 ^ " ' A' 
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ALTERNATIVE C - SAN GERONIMO VALLEY SHUTTLE . " ' 

Description ' . ^ * * : 

Valley transit service on 26-minute headways between Lagunitas 
and FaJ-rfax (connecting with Golden Gate Transit Route 23 at Olema 
Drive and Sir Francis Drake Blvd.) 

' ■ I. ' " ' "~ 

Qperating Characteristics . ^ . , - 

Route ,\ ' . \ , 

' ^ * ^ *^ - • 

Olema Drive at Sir Francis Drake — Woodacre Imp. Club 
Lagunitas/San Geronimo Valley Schools Forest Knolls — 
Tam^l Rd. - — Lagunitas Store. - 

Schedule . • ' ' 

20-'minut,e service between 7:00 AM and 10:00 PM. 
. Buses arrive at Lagunitas Schools at 4, 5, 24 , 25, 44, 
^ and 45 minutes past the hoUr. V v 
/. AM. a?^>.PM tripfvia Nicasio for/ high schaorip- students-. ) 

Equipment 

, " . 3. Golden Gate Transit 45-passenqer' Cpaches * • 

Estimated Cost of Operation ^ 

"* ^ ' " ' 

. . 15 hours X .67 . trips per hour x 17.4 miltes per round' 
trip X 3 Buses = 525 .miles per day. v 

525 miles x peak/off-peak differential of 1 x^$1.61 = $845 
per day. . ^ 

Estimated Daily Patifonage 

Lagunitas School District . ' - " 

ldO% of 470 bused pupils = 940 person trips. c 
Tamalpais High School Students 
\ . 80 students round trip = 160 person trips ^ 

V College of Marin Students , 

\ ■ ^ ' t 

\, 20% of 150 stuc^ents living in San Geronimo Valley = 30 " . 
\ = 60 person trips. 



' General Publip . . 

. ''4% of 3,100 residents = 124 = 248 person trips. 
Total Person Trips 
1,408 - ' 
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ALTERNATIVE D - VALLEY SHUTTLE/COLLEGE OF MARIN SHUTTLE 



Description 

30 minute service between Lagunitas and Woodacre connecting 
with 60 minute service between Woodacre, Fairfax, San Anselmo, and 
ColTege of Marin. Emphasis on Lagunitas school transportation, 
College of Marin transportation, and special services transporta- 
tion, and special services transportation for Valley residents. 

Operating Characteristics 

Route 

(A) Woodacre Imp., Club — Lagunitas/San Geronimo Valley 
^ Schools — Forest Knolls — Tamal Rd. Lagunitas 

Store. 

(B) Woodacre Imp. Club Fairfax — San Anselmo — Col- 
lege of Marin. 

Schedule 

(A) 30 minute service between 6:00 AM and 10:00 PM. 

(B) 60 minute service between 7:00 AM and 10:00 PM. 

. Buses arrive at Lagunitas Schools at 16, 24 , 46, 54 min- 
utes past the hour 
- * . ^ 

Equipment 

■f 

3 Golden Gate Transit 45-passenger Coaches or combination 
of full size bus and specially equipped midi-bus for Valley 
Shuttle 

Estimated Cost of Operation 

626 miles per day including deadheading. 
. 626 miles X peak/off-peak differential of .98 x $1.61 per 
mile = $988 per day. 

Estimated Patronage 

- Lagunitas School District 

. .100% of 470 bused, pupils = person trips- 

Drake ^ . High School Students 

. 80 students = 160 person trips 



3nn 



Collegg of Marin Students 

. 67% of 150 students living in San Geronimo Valley 
= 200 person trips 

General Public - 

5% of 3,100 residents = 155 = 310 person trips 
400 patrons en route 

Total Daily Patronage 

2,010 
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SAN GERONIMO VALLEY 
TRANSIT DEMONSTRATION PROJECT .1 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

The San Geronimo Valley is located in "rural". Marin County ap- 
proximately three miles west of- Fairfax, the nearest activity center 
and ^approximately eight miles west of San Rafael^ the region's pri- 
mary urban center. The valley population is . about 3100 inhabitants 
and includes a^ higher^ than average proportion of high and low income 
residents. The Laguni'ias School District which is nearly cotermious 
with the valley, has the second highest proportion -of welfare re- 
cipients of any school district in the County. 

Public transit is limited to a San Francisco commute run and 
two ruh6 ! principally serving local high school students (Golden Gate 
Transit Route 49). A Wes t ft ari n rout e serves the Va lley on weekends 
principally for recreational travel. No local transit is available 
on weekdays . 

The Lagunitas School District buses approximately "470 of the 500 
pupils enrolled in the school district. Two buses are used for this 
purpose with an annual btidget of .^$2 9 , 000 . Buses make ten full cir- 
cuits of the Valley during .the school day. 

PROJECT TARGET GROUPS ■ . , - 

/ 

0 " ■' ■ 

Lagunitas School District Pupils 

The 470 pupils currently bussed in the Valley are the. largest 
potential transit dependent group and constitute the primary target' 
of the demonstration project. The project wiilden^ 

o 3G4 - 



o 



they can be transported safely and conveniently by local transit , 
with' minimum ' changes in school schedules and rtfeximum reSuction in 
the school's transportation program.^ > . 

High School , Students 

Approximately 40 high school students, are now bussed out of the 
San Geronimo Valley and surrounding areas to a high school .i • San 
Anselmo (East Marin)-. A special Golden Gate Transit route has been 
established for this purpose, subsidized. in part by the local high 
school district. The demonstration project would include these 
"students and wou^ld enable funds supporting the existing route to be 
diverted to the demonstration project. • 

College of Marin Students " 

Approximately 150 -junior college students live in the Valley and 
commute to the College of Mari'n in Kentfield. The demonstration pro- 
ject would give them convenient transit service. .More than 40% of, 
Marin local transit patronage . consists of students, mkny of them 
'College of Marin Students", and it is' assumed that the same proper-' 
- tion of students in the Valley would become regular transit users. 

The Elderly . 

The Whistle Stop. Wheels Program funded by the' Marin County Tran- 
sit District, providesa Shoppers Shuttle twice monthly from the 
Valley to 'East Marin shopping .centers . ^ The demonstration project 
would incorporate this service and expand if to a daily, twice week-ly 
__j^un-ope-r-a-ti-trg"rcr^RoppTng7'n^^ other services in East Marin. 



Handicapped 

c ■ . . 

Special training will be required of* demonstration project dri- 
ver's in the operation of school routes and the handling of children. 
The emphasis on human needs imparted in this training applies to 
handicapped passengers as well, and it is hoped that the project will 
demonstrate the value of increased sevitivity to human needs as an 
integral past of transit operation. 

No provisions are currently made for the non-ambulatory handi-- . . 
capped in -the San Geronimo Valley. The demonstration project may 
include a mid size vehicle for use in areas inaccessible to large 
vehicles, and this vehicle could be equipped with a wheelchair liftl 

Low Income ' - 

As mentioned above, the San Geronimo Valley has a high concen- 
tration of welfare cases. In addition, unemployment is higher here 
than elsewhere in the County. Although some of these persons may .not 
be^able to afford transit, the demonstration project* provides access 
to East Marin services and employment opportunities where none pre- 
sently exists. 

General Public 

A San Geronimo Valley citizen's planning group has reques»ted 
local transit service for some time reflecting local desire for ac- 
cess to East Marin, In addition, data from the Marin Balanced Trans- 
portation Study indicates that a considerable number of trips are 
made internal and external to the Valley that could be captured by 
transit. ' o 

o , 36 G 




OPERATION , 4 

■• - ' > ■ ° 

Backbone of" the operation is an extension of Golden Gate Transj.t 
Route 23 that now operates between San Rafael, and Fairfax. -Adding 
one bus . to this route would allow direct service to be provided to 
the San Geronimo Valley at 60-minute intervals. This bus would serve 
home -to -school transportation needs in its circuit of the Vall-.y. 

A- second bus would provide home-to-school transportation during 
school hours and provide specialized transportation during rton-school , 
hoilrs. The specialized service could take a number of forms depending 
on the specific target group, equipment required, and^ti'me available.^ 
The following options are proposed: 

A) Health Services -Transportation. . Express trips to clinics ■ 
: ' \ and hospitals in.East Marin allowing direct access to these^ 

facilities for both valley residents and residents enroute. 

B) Shoppers Shuttle. Express trips to shopping centers in 
» • San Rafael and vicinity, ^targeted specifically at Senior 

Citizens,. Could be_ combined with JA) above. 

C) - Activity Centers Linkage. Trips' beginning and ending in 

. San Geronimo Valley and linking major activity centers ±n:'iy^st 
Central Marin." This" service has two objectives: to provide 
convenient access to these center^s for Valley residents;- (.in- 
. corporating (A)-and (B) above); anS to provide more direct : 
service than offered by the ^existing system of routes. An 
' Important feature of the project will be to evaluate whether 
direct transit linkage" to these services substantially increase 

"' . • ■ o 

use of the transit system by transit dependents. . 
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D) Intra-Valley Shuttle, Demand responsive service using 

0 ■ 

\ -mid-size vehicles and providing access to hilly areas in the ' 

\ periphery' of the San Gerohimo -Valley. Targeted at elderly, 

\ handicapped, and the general population in remote areas. 

■ \ ■ 

\ " . 

EQUIPMENT 

\ Equipment would be 4 5. passenger transit coaches used by Golden 
Ga4e Transit with the' exception' that a mid-size coach may be required 

. . ^ •■• 

under specialized service concept (D) abov^^ 



PATRONA'iGE , ' 

\ * - ' ' 

Patronage vjould depend on the type of sp'ecialized service pro- 
vided. However , several target groups can be identified at the out- 
set: LaguTiitas 'School Qistrict pupils , high school' and^colleg.e stu- 
dents ^attending sqhools in East Marin*, and external trips, made by 
the general public. Together these groups would account for 1200'- 
1600 tfi^s per day. By comparison, the average daily patronage for* 

existing Marin transit routesl is ^1200 passengers. ' 

\ 

: ■ - . \ , ■ ^ ' 

The following costs are 6rder:-of-imagxiitude estimates : Operating 
cost was estimated assuming Golden Gate Transit as the operator at 
prevailing rates of '$1.61 per mile. : Daily mileage of 500 miles yields 
a basic daily cost of approximately |$800 . 00 . This cost could be de- 
frayed by $100 assuming the home-to-school transportation budget of 
^he'Lagunitas, School ^District couldi be reduced by this amount. Eli- 



mination of the special high school route operated by Golden Gate 
Transit would provide an additional $125. Fare box revenue would 
reduce eicpepditures by $100-200-assuining continuation of the- existing 
35« flat fare, Lagunitas pupils excepted. Net daily cost would then' 
be $375-475, giving a total cost for a 176-day school year o-f $66,000y 
84/000. The Addition of a spacial vehicle for intra-valley demand 
responsive service (mentioned under (D) above) would require i capital 
outlay of $20,000-30.>000 and a dispatching budget of $-10, 000-12 , 000^ 
per year. Marin County ' s ' Whistle S.top Wheelfe :program would assisi 
in operating this seifvice. 
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San Geronimo Valley Transit- -Lagunita.s 
Demonstration Project 

' : RESPONSIBILITIES OF 

PROJECT gARTICIPANTS 

• i» 



AREAS- OF RESPONSIBILITY ^ 'AGENCIES 



Administration 


LSD 


GOT 


MCTD 


MCS 


TUHSD 


.wsw 




1 — " ' 

SGVPG 








X 












Project Advisory Committee 


X 


X 


X 


•X 


X 


(X) 




X 


Drivers — 


X 


X 








(X) 




f 


Driver Training 


X 














' Policies & Procedures * 


X 




t 












Community luformation 


X 
















*Pass*nger Information , * 


X 


X 


- x 














V 

A 


V 
A 














Evaluation 


X 




X 










> 




V 
A 


V 
A 














Community Liaxson 


X 


















Y 
A 


Y 
A 














i^pt£cxax 1 roiiopor Lei Lxon LieeCiS 






V 

A 






X 




X , 


^upxx ounaucL 


X 
















Driver Conduct 


X 


X 














.Passenge^r Surveys , 




X 


X 






t 






-fiscal 












A- 






J- , - . 
' Funding Contribution 


»x 




X ^ 




X 

'J 








Operation 


















Equipment 




• X 








(X) 






Quality .of * Service 




X 














Signing 




X 














Route Napping 


X 


X 


X 












* ' Operating Data 


















"^Back-pp Equipment 




X 






/ 









LSD • - 


Lagun itas Sc!ioolDistf*icL 






CGT 


Golden Cn t o .Triins it * 






MCTD ' " 


'Marin, County Transit District ^ 






MCS 


• Mnrin tiouncy School?. Offico 






TUHSD 


Tamnlpals Unison High School Districti 






- WSW . - 


Wl'dstlir Stop WliecLs Progrnm * ,. , 






SCVPG 


San Goronlmo Valluy/'Ad Hoc Plann-iiig Group 
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